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THURSDAY, MARCH 10, 1955 


Unitrep STATES SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND Foreign COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Mercu ant Martine AND FISHERIES, 
Washington. D). C. 

The subcommittee met at 11:05 a. m.. in room G—16, United States 
Capitol, Senator Alan Bible presiding. 

Present: Senator Bible (presiding). 

Senator Brete. This hearing will come to order. 

Senator Magnuson has requested that I start the hearings. He is 
meeting with a delegation from the State of Washington and will at 
tempt to be here a little later. The other members of the subcommittee 
have been advised and will probably be here later. 

The hearing this morning is on 3 bills relating to wildlife conserva 
tion and restoration projects, namely S. 756 and S. 757, and a bill 
closely related to S. 756, S. 1172, sponsored by Senator Murray. 

(The bills referred to above are as follows:) 


[S. 756, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration 
projects, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That under the provisions of the Act of Sep- 
tember 2, 1937 (Public, Numbered 415, Seventy-fifth Congress), there are un- 
appropriated receipts totaling $13,467,468.61 in the Treasury as a special fund 
known as the Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Fund, which is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated and made available until expended for the purposes of 
this Act. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the 
States, through their respective State fish and game departments, in wildlife- 
restoration projects as hereinafter set forth; but no money apportioned under 
this Act to any State shall be expended therein until its legislature, or other 
State agency authorized by the State constitution to make laws governing the 
conservation of wildlife, shall have assented to the provision of this Act and shall 
have passed laws for the conservation of wildlife which shall include a prohibi- 
tion against the diversion of license fees paid by hunters for any other purpose 
than the administration of said State fish and game department, except that, until 
the final adjournment of the first regular session of the legislature held after the 
passage of this Act, the assent of the Governor of the State shall be sufficient : 
Provided, however, That any State which shall have previously assented to the 
provisions of the Act of September 2, 19387 (Public, Numbered 415, Seventy-fifth 
Congress), shall be eligible to participate in the provisions of this Act: Provided 
further, That it meets the other requirements of this section. The Secretary 
of the Interior and the State fish and game department of each State accepting 
the benefits of this Act shall agree upon the wildlife-restoration projects to be 
aided in such State under the terms of this Act and all projects shall conform to 
the standards fixed by the Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this Act the term “wildlife-restoration project” 
shall be construed to mean and include the development of wildlife-manage- 
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nent areas, the selection, restoration, rehabilitation, and improvement of areas 
of land or water adaptable as feeding, resting, or breeding places for wildlife, 
including acquisition by purchase, condemnation, lease, or gift of such areas or 
estates or interests therein as are suitable or capable of being made suitable 
therefor, and the construction thereon or therein of such works as may be neces- 
sary to make them available for such purposes and also including such research 
into problems of wildlife management as may be necessary to efficient adminis- 
tration affecting wildlife resources, and such preliminary or incidental costs and 
expenses as may be incurred in and about such projects; the term “State fish 
and game department” shall be construed to mean and include any department or 
division of department of another name, or commission, or official or officials, 
of a State empowered under its laws to exercise the functions ordinarily exer- 
cised by a State fish and game department. 

Sec. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the next fiscal year 
after the passage of this Act 20 per centum of the unappropriated and unex- 
pended balance of $13,467,468.61 to aid the States in the development of wild- 
life-management areas and wildlife-restoration projects as provided in section 
3 of this Act. Each fiscal year thereafter for the next four years there is hereby 
authorized to be appropriated an additional 20 per centum until the unappropri- 
ated and unexpended balance in said fund is exhausted. All of said authoriza- 
tions when appropriated shall be made available until expended for the purposes 
of this Act. So much of such appropriation apportioned to any State for any 
fiscal year as remains unexpended at the close thereof is authorized to be made 
available for expenditure in that State until the close of the succeeding fiscal 
year. Any amount apportioned to any State under the provisions of this Act 
which is unexpended or unobligated at the end of the period during which it is 
available for expenditure on any project is authorized to be made available for 
expenditure by the Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the provisions of the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act: Provided, That the apportionment made to 
any State from year to year shall be allowed to accumulate during the whole pe- 
riod of distribution so as to be available for use on a larger project than might 
otherwise be possible, should the State so elect to use its apportionment in 
this manner. The Secretary of the Interior shall apportion the amount appropri- 
ated from said fund for each fiscal year among the several States in the fol- 
lowing manner, that is to say, one-half in the ratio which the area of each State 
bears to the total area of all the States and one-half in the ratio which the num- 
ber of paid hunting-license holders of each State in the preceding fiscal year, 
as certified to said Secretary by the State fish and game departments, bears to 
the total number of paid hunting-license holders of all the States: Provided, 
That such apportionments shall be adjusted equitably so that no State shall re- 
ceive less than one-half of 1 per centum nor more than 5 per centum of the total 
amount apportioned to all of the States: Provided further, That where the ap- 
portionment to any State under this section is less than $4,500 annually, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall allocate not more than $4,500 of said appropri- 
ation to said State to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 5. Within sixty days after the approval of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury and to each State 
fish and game department the sum which he has apportioned to each State for 
the fiscal year next succeeding the passage of this Act, and on or before February 
20 next preceding the commencement of each succeeding fiscal year shall make 
like certificates for such fiscal year. Any State desiring to avail itself of the 
benefits of this Act shall notify the Secretary of the Interior to this effect within 
sixty days after it has received the certification referred to in this section. The 
sum apportioned to any State which fails to notify the Secretary of the Interior 
as herein provided is authorized to be made available for the expenditure by the 
Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the provisions of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act. 

Sec. 6. Any State desiring to avail itself of the benefits of this Act shall by 
its State fish and game department submit to the Secretary of the Interior full 
and detailed statements of any wildlife-management area or wildlife-restoration 
projects proposed for that State. If the Secretary of the Interior finds that 
such project meets with the standards set up by him and approves said project, 
the State fish and game department shall furnish to him such surveys, plans, 
specifications, and estimates therefore as he may require: Provided, however, 
That the Secretary of the Interior shall approve only such projects as may 
be substantial in character and design and the expenditure of funds hereby 
authorized shall be applied only to such approved projects and if otherwise 
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applied they shall be replaced by the State before it may participate in any 
further apportionment under this Act. Items included for engineering, inspec- 
tion, and unforeseen contingencies in connection with any works to be constructed 
shall not exceed 10 per centum of the cost of such works and shall be paid by 
the State. If the Secretary of the Interior approves the plans, specifications, 
and estimates for the project, he shall notify the State fish and game depart- 
ment. No payment of any money apportioned under this Act shall be made 
on any project until such statement of the project and the plans, specifications, 
and estimates thereof shall have been submitted to and approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Sec. 7. When the Secretary of the Interior shall find that any project approved 
by him has been completed or, if involving research relating to wildlife is being 
conducted, in compliance with said plans and specifications, he shall cause to be 
paid to the proper authority of said State the amount set aside for said project: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, from time 
to time, make payments on said project as the same progresses. Any construc- 
tion work and labor in each State shall be performed in accordance with its 
laws and under the direct supervision of the State fish and game department, 
subject to the inspection and approval of the Secretary of the Interior and in 
accordance with rules and regulations made pursuant to this Act. The Secretary 
of the Interior and the State fish and game department of each State may jointly 
determine at what times and in what amounts payments, as work progresses, 
shall be made under this Act. Such payments shall be made by the Secretary 
of the Treasury against the said fund to such official or officials, or depository, 
as may be designated by the State fish and game department and authorized 
under the laws of the State to receive public funds of the State. 

Sec. 8. To maintain wildlife-management areas or wildlife-restoration projects 
established under the provisions of this Act shall be the duty of the States 
according to their respective laws. 

Sec. 9. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the 
Alaska Game Commission, the Division of Game and Fish of the Board of 
Commissioners of Agriculture and Forestry of Hawaii, the Commissioner of 
Agriculture and Commerce of Puerto Rico, and the Governor of the Virgin 
Islands, in the conduct of wildlife-restoration projects, as defined in section 3 
of this Act, upon such terms and conditions as he shall deem fair, just, and 
equitable, and is authorized to apportion to said Territories, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands, out of money available for apportionment under this Act, 
such sums as he shall determine, not exceeding $25,000 for Alaska, and $10,000 
each for Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, in any one year, which 
apportionments, when made, shall be deducted before making the apportionments 
to the States provided for by this Act. Any unexpended or unobligated balance 
of any apportionment made pursuant to this section shall be available for 
expenditure in the Territories, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands, as the case 
may be, in the succeeding year, on any approved project, and if expended or 
unobligated at the end of such year is authorized to be made available for 
expenditure by the Secretary of the Interior in carrying out the provisions of 
the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. 

Src. 10. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make rules and reg- 
ulations for carrying out the provisions of this Act. 


[S. 757, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 
451; 16 U. S. C. 718), as amended 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunt- 
ing Stamp Act of March 16, 1984 (48 Stat. 451; 16 U. S. C. 718), as amended, 
is further amended to read as follows: 

“All moneys received for such stamps shall be accounted for by the Post 
Office Department and paid into the Treasury of the United States, and shall 
be reserved and set aside as a special fund to be known as the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Fund, to be administered by the Secretary of the Interior. All 
moneys received into such fund are appropriated for the following objects and 
shall be available therefor until expended : 

“(a) Not less than 40 per centum shall be available for the acquisition of 
land and water areas suitable for the breeding, nesting, and resting of migra- 








4 WILDLIFE RESTORATION 


tory waterfowl to meet the obligation and responsibility for the protection of 
such birds provided for in the conventions with the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Ireland and with the United Mexican States. 

“(b) Not more than 45 per centum shall be available for the location, ascer- 
tainment, acquisition, administration, maintenance, and development of suit- 
able areas for inviolate migratory-bird sanctuaries, under the provisions of 
sections 715-715d, 715e, 715f-715k, and 7151-715r of this title, to be expended 
for such purposes in all respects as moneys appropriated pursuant to the pro- 
visions of said sections; for the administration, maintenance, and development 
of other refuges under the administration of the Secretary of the Interior, 
frequented by migratory game birds: and for such investigations on such 
refuges and elsewhere in regard to migratory waterfowl as the Secretary of 
the Interior may deem essential for the highest utilization of the refuges and 
for the protection and increase of these birds: Provided, That in the discre- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior not to exceed 25 per centum at any one 
time, of any area acquired in accordance with the provisions of sections 
718-718h of this title, may be administered primarily as a wildlife manage- 
ment area not subject to the prohibitions against the taking of birds, or nests 
or the eggs thereof, as contained in section 715i of this title, except that no 
such area shall be open to the shooting of migratory birds when the population 
of such birds frequenting the area or in the migrations utilizing such area is 
on a decline, nor prior to July 1, 1952, or the date upon which the same has 
been fully developed as a management area, refuge, reservation, or breeding 
ground, which ever is later. 

“(c) The remainder shall be available for expenses in enforcing and in exe- 
cuting sections 718-718h, 715-715d, 715e, 715f-715k, 7151-715r, and 703-711 of 
this title, and any other Act to carry into effect any treaty for the protection 
of migratory birds, including personal services in the District of Columbia and 
elsewhere, and also including advance allotments to be made by the Secretary 
of the Interior to the Post Office Department at such times and in such amounts 
as may be mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of the Interior and the Post- 
master General for direct expenditure by the Post Office Department for en- 
graving, printing, issuing, selling, and accounting for migratory bird hunting 
stamps and moneys received from the sale thereof, personal services in the 
District of Columbia and elsewhere, and for such other expenses as may be 
necessary in executing the duties and functions required of the postal service 
by sections 718—718h of this title: Provided, That the protection of said inviolate 
migratory-bird sanctuaries shall be, so far as possible, under section 715p of 
this title.” 


[S. 1172, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Wildlife Restoration Act (16 U. S. C., secs. 669-6691) by providing 
that the amount of money currently in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund shall 
be available for use during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, defining ‘wildlife 
estoration project,’ and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Tlouse of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act to 

provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife restoration proj- 

ects, and for other purposes,” approved September 2, 1937, as amended (16 

U. S. C., secs. 669-6691) is amended by striking out the word “and” between 

“rehabilitation and improvement” in the first sentence of the section, and in- 

serting after “improvement” the following: “and management exclusive of law 

enforcement and public relations.” 

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provision of the Act of September 2, 1937, 
the amount accruing to the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and the amount accruing to such fund during 
each fiscal year thereafter, shall be available for use by the States under the 
provisions of such Act of September 2, 1937, during the second fiscal year fol- 
lowing the fiscal year in which such amount accrued to the Federal aid to wild- 
life restoration fund. For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, in lieu of any 
other amounts otherwise apportioned to the State under the provisions of the 
Act of September 2, 1937, as amended, the sum of $13,467,468.61, which has been 
set apart in the Treasury in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund under 
authority of the Act is hereby made available for use by the States in accordance 
with the provisions and under the apportionment formula set forth in such Act 
of September 2, 1937. 
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Senator Bisir. I have personally requested the hearing for today 
for the purpose of hearing the testimony of two gentlemen from mi) 
State who are ve ry, very much interest ed in each of these bills. Since 
they are in Washington at this time it is a real accommodation to them 


to be able to testify and to have their testimony + parpethat ted, 

It is understood of course that this hearing will be continued for 
the purpose of accommodating other witnesses at a later date. I am 
serving in both the capacity as Chairman and as Senator from Nevada, 
and | whi ple: ased : é t this time to call as a withess Bill Crravelle, the 
directo of California and Nevada for the National Wildlife Feder 
ation, and is also president of the Nevada Federated Sportsmen. He 
wants to make a statement concerning both S. 756 and comment on 
S. 1172. 

Mr. Gravette. I would prefer, due to the type of testimony that we 
are about to give, that Mr. Breen be allowed to present his testimony 
first because he has the facts and figures while I do not. 

Senator Brste. There is certainly no objection to that. I am happy 
to present Mr. Fran Breen, a distinguished lawyer in our State and 
a man who has served in these conservation movements for a good 
many years. 

Mr. Breen. 


STATEMENT OF F. R. BREEN, RENO, NEV., A DIRECTOR OF THE 
WASHOE ROD AND GUN CLUB, A DIRECTOR OF THE NEVADA 
FEDERATED SPORTSMEN, INC., AND THE NEVADA FEDERATED 
SPORTSMEN, INC., DELEGATE TO THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
FEDERATION 


Mr. Breen. Directing your attention to S. 756, a prepared written 
statement has been submitted to you as chairman and I should like to 
comment orally on the major points in that written statement. Also, I 
should like to comment orally as to additional points that are not con- 
tained in the written statement, and I should like the privilege of sub- 
mitting a supplemental written statement at a later date. 

Senator Bisie. There is no objection to that, and in the record the 
written statement of Mr. Breen will be reproduced in full and you 
may make such oral comments on this statement as you care to, Mr. 
Breen. 

( The prepared statement of Mr. Breen is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF F. R. BREEN, RENO, NEV. 


I, F. R. Breen, of 206 North Virginia, Reno, Nev., a director of the Washoe Rod 
and Gun Club, a director of the Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., and the Nevada 
Federated Sportsmen, Inc., delegate to the National Wildlife Federation, do here- 
with submit the following comments an the referenced bill : 

1. Under the proposed bill, the State of Nevada would receive approximately 
$25 ,000. 

. The referenced bill, S. 756, has distinct advantages to the State of Nevada 
over the House resolution introduced’ by Representative Metcalf, H. R. 3257, be 
cause Nevada has not, since it became eligible for Pittman-Robertson funds, been 
financially able to provide matching funds for its annual allocation under the 
terms of the Pittman-Robertson Act. From July 1, 1947, to December 31, 1954, 
from the funds available for allocation to the State of Nevada, the sum of 
$593,445.32 has reverted to the migratory bird conservation fund. 

Nevada is a large State, having approximately 110,540 square miles and a 
population, according to the 1950 census, of 160,083. There is a large amount of 
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land in Nevada available for wildlife development, which has not been develuped 
due to a lack of funds, and S. 756 would be beneficial to developing some of these 
areas,-and would make funds available which would not otherwise be available, 
and which would not be made available under the provisions of H. R. 3257. 

3. With the sum of approximately $250,000 which it is anticipated the State 
of Nevada would receive as its share under S. 756 some of the existing Pittman- 
Robertson projects could be more rapidly completed, which is consistent with a 
resolution adopted by the Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., on January 9, 1954, 
which reads as follows: 


“RESOLUTION RE PITTMAN-ROBERTSON PROJECTS 


“Whereas there are now in process in the State of Nevada 15 Pittman-Robertson 
projects ; and 
“Whereas other Pittman-Robertson projects are presently being contemplated 
by the Nevada State Fish and Game Commission ; and 
“Whereas it is the opinion of this organization that existing projects should 
be completed as rapidly as possible : Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved by Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., in meeting assembled, That 
it is recommended to the proper authorities that a concentrated effort be made 
to complete the existing projects as rapidly as possible, and further that new 
projects in the year 1954 be kept at a minimum. 
“Dated January 9, 1954. 
“NEVADA FEDERATED SPORTSMEN, INC. 
“By , President. 
“By , Secretary. 














“Unanimously passed.” 

Although the Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., desire that existing projects 
be completed as soon as possible, they also realize that there is a risk in the event 
additional properties are not acquired. At the present time, we are informed that 
the State fish and game commission has the opportunity of acquiring properties 
near Washoe Lake in Washoe Valley for waterfowl, in Mason Valley in Lyon 
County for waterfowl and upland game, in northern Washoe County for winter 
deer range, in Pershing County in the Humboldt Sink area for waterfowl, in 
Elko County for deer range and in Paharanagat Valley in southern Nevada for 
waterfowl and upland game purposes. 

4. Without the passage of S. 756, Nevada would run the risk of losing some of 
these areas to private enterprise, as some of them consist of areas for which 
negotiations are presently in progress for the acquisition of these lands by 
private interests. This is particularly true of the properties in Mason Valley, 
Washoe, Valley and northern Washoe County. 

5. The benefits of continued development of wildlife resources in Nevada, 
and for which these funds could be used are indicated by the tremendous growth 
ef the hunting activities in the State of Nevada. Over a 20-year period, the 
overall increase in hunting and fishing activities, as evidenced by license sales, 
has been 804 percent. The greatest percentage of this increase has been due 
to the influx of nonresident sportsmen. Nevada draws a heavy nonresident 
sportsman influx, especially from the State of California. 

In the year 1933, there were 251 nonresident hunting licenses issued. In the 
year 1953, there were 24,673 nonresident hunting licenses issued, for an overall 
percentage increase of 9,731 percent. In addition, resident sportsmen’s acti- 
vities have increased tremendously in that same period. In the year 1933, there 
were issued 10,047 hunting and fishing licenses. In the year 1953, there were 
issued 68,373 resident hunting and fishing licenses, for an overall percentage 
increase of 580 percent. The grand total figures for these licenses are, that in 
1933, there were issued a total of 10,298 hunting and fishing resident and non- 
resident licenses. In 1953, there were issued 93,046 hunting and fishing resident 
and nonresident licenses, for an overall percentage increase as stated above 
of 804 percent. 

Organized sportsmen’s activities in the State of Nevada has also increased. 
Every county has one or more sportsmen’s organizations. Three years ago, the 
Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., were rejuvenated, and 2 years ago, the 
Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., became a member of the National Wildlife 
Federation. 

6. The Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Ine., endorse the spirit of S. 756, for 
at their meeting of January 9, 1954, they passed a resolution as follows: 
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“I 


“RESOLUTION RE SURPLUS PITTMAN-ROBERTSON FUNDS 


“Whereas there is now in excess of $13 million in undistributed Pittman- 
Robertson funds; and 

“Whereas this money has been collected specifically for the purpose of im- 
proving hunting : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., in meeting assembled, 
That these surplus moneys be distributed among the States as prescribed by 
the Pittman-Robertson Act, with the exception that no State be required to put 
up matching funds; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Honorable Pat 
McCarran and George W. Malone, Senators, Washington, D. C., and to C, Clifton 
Young, Congressman, Washington, D. C. 

“Dated January 9, 1954. 

“NEVADA FEDERATED SPORTSMEN, INC., 

, President. 
, Secretary.” 








By 








Mr. Breen. My name is F. R. Breen. My business address is 206 
North Virginia Street, Reno, Nev. At the present time I am a director 
of the Washoe Rod and Gun Club, a sportsmen’s local organization, 
and also a director of the Nevada Federated Sportsmen, Inc., which 
is a federation of Nevada sportsmen made up of the various sporting 
organizations throughout the State of Nevada. 

At the present time I am a delegate to the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion Conference to be held in Montreal, Canada, commencing tomor- 
row. 

In connection with S. 756, in general we should like to urge its adop- 
tion. Under the proposed bill the State of Nevada would receive ap- 
proximately $250,000. It is the opinion of the groups that I represent 
that Senate bill 756 has distinct advantages to our State over similar 
bills which were introduced in this session of Congress and which I 
understand were introduced in the last session of Congress. 

Senator Bretx. That is particularly directed to S. 1172, Senator 
Murray’s bill # 

Mr. Breen. S. 1172 and Representative Metcalf’s bill, introduced 
last year, House bill 3257. 

The advantages of the bill as introduced by our Senator Bible is 
that it does not require any matching funds for the receipt by the State 
of Nevada of this approximate sum of $250,000. 

As a little background on our State we have, as I am sure you all 
know, a State large in area and small in population. Under the last 
census we had a population of approximately 160,000, and we have an 
overall area of approximately 110,000 square miles. There is a large 
amount of land in our State available for wildlife development which 
has not been developed under the possibilities of the Pittman-Robert- 
son Act as it now stands, due to the fact that Nevada has not had such 
matching funds to make use of all of the funds which would have been 
available under the Pittman-Robertson Act. 

With the sum of approximately $250,000 which it is anticipated 
would be Nevada’s share, certain Pittman-Robertson projects could 
be more rapidly completed, other projects could be initiated. 

There are numerous Pittman-Robertson projects presently in prog- 
ress in the State of Nevada and there is an attitude on the part of the 
sportsmen there which was expressed in a resolution adopted by the 
Nevada Federated Sportsmen on January 9, 1954, concerning the com- 
pletion of these Pittman-Robertson projects. The resolution is in- 
corporated in the written statement which I have given you. In effect 
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it was that the sportsmen desired that many of these projects be com- 
pleted as rapidly as ‘possible and that new projects be ke pttoa mini- 
mum. This of course was based in part upon the financial require- 
ments necessary for the initiation of new projects. 

At the time that that resolution was passed the Nevada Federated 
Sportsmen realized that there also was a risk in adopting a policy such 
as that in that the available land area for game management areas is 
decreasing. The inroads of commercial activities, private enterprise, 
ranching operations, and other operations of a like nature have been 
diminishing the available land. 

There is no immediate prospect that Nevada would be in a position 
where they would be able to make use of all of the Pittman-Robertson 
funds available, and the $250,000 which it is anticipated would be avail- 
able to the State of Nevada could be used possibly for acquiring addi- 
tional areas which otherwise they would lose. 

At the present time we are advised that the Nevada Fish and Game 
(Commission is considering the acquisition of certain properties located 
in Mason Valley, which is in Lyon County, in Pershing County, Elko 
County, and in Washoe County, and also in Paharanagat V alley, in 
southern Nevada. 

[t is entirely possible that a lack of funds would mean that private 
enterprise would take over some of these areas which would mean the 
permanent loss to Fish and Wildlife of these possible development 
areas. 

We have, I might submit, a peculiar situation in the State of Nevada 
in that we have had a tremendous growth in hunting and fishing activi- 
ties over the last 20 years. As an overall increase in hunting and fish- 
ing activities, as evidenced by license sales, there has been an increase of 
804 percent. 

In 1933 there were only 251 nonresident hunting and fishing licenses 
issued in that year. Twenty years later, in 1953, there were 24,673 
nonresident licenses issued, for an overall percentage increase of 9,731 
percent. 

In 1953 there were issued 10,047 hunting and fishing licenses. In 
1953 there were issued 68,373 resident hunting and fishing licenses, for 
an overall percentage increase of resident activity of 580 percent. The 
grand total for this increase is, in 1933 there were issued a total of 
10,298 hunting and fishing resident and nonresident licenses, and in 
1953 there were issued 93,046 hunting and fishing resident and non- 
resident licenses for the overall percentage increase, as I said before, 
of 804 percent. 

Those figures indicate to you that Nevada is furnishing wildlife 
recreational hunting and fishing activities for a large percentage of 
nonresident individuals. 

Perhaps we differ from other States in this regard in that we have 
had this tremendous increase in the last 20 years in hunting and fish- 
ing activities. Yet we have not been able to fully take advantage of 
the potential development areas due to lack of funds. 

Without S. 756 this situation would not in any measure be appreci- 
ably improved. We would still not be able to make use of our full 
allotment of Pittman-Robertson funds and the element of time is 
working against us because, as 1 stated before, if these possible de- 
velopment areas are not acquired for fishing and hunting activities 
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thev will probably be acquired for other actiy ities and lost to w ildlife 
forever. 


The Nevada Federated Sportsmen, in their annual meeting held 
January 9, 1954, adopted a resolution concerning the surplus Pitt 
Robertson funds which resolution is made a part of the written stat 


ment but which, in effect, approves the theory of distributing these 
funds without matching funds. 

In considering the bill itself, and specifically directing attentiol! 
to section & of the bill. we also have this sugeestion ! ‘that that sectio 
which puts the responsibility of maintenance of these projects Oo 
the State, we suggest that that be changed so that these projects would 
also be eligible for maintenance funds as provided in the origimal 
Pittman-Robertson Act; namely 25 percent—not more than 25 percent 
of any sum allocated in any one year. 

Sen: itor Bree. Would that be to change section 8 then, so as to 
conform with the P ittman-Robertson Act in that regard / 

Mr. Breen. Yes; and to make any projects which might be con 
structed under S. 756. eligible for maintenance funds under the orig 
nal Pittman-Robertson Act. We also should like to query the pro 
vision of the bill which provides that these funds should be spent 
over a 5-year period. As far as Nevada is concerned the most they 
would receive from this $13 million fund would be approximately 
S250 000. 

It might be more advantageous from an economical standpoint, 
from a good business stendpoint, where we have a sum that is not 
large, as would be the situation in Nevada’s share, that in the dis 
cretion of the fish and game commissions or the bodies governing such 
matters that they would have the discretion to spend that sum in a 
shorter length of time. Perhaps they might have an opportunity 
to purchase. land which would require the expenditure of those funds 
in 1 year 

At the present time we take no definite position on this. We merely 
say query, and perhaps it should be given further consideration. 

Senator Brere. You have no definite suggestion as to whether it 
should be 3 vears instead of 5, or 2 instead of 54 

Mr. Breen. We merely suggest at this time that that matter be 
given further consideration, rather than the limitation of 5 years as 
presently is in the proposed bill. 

Senator Bisie. In connection, Mr. Breen, with your suggestions 
concerning modification or amendment of section 8, do you have any 
language in mind to suggest in lieu of the present language ? 

Mr. Breen. | would suggest language similar to the 1946 amend 
ment of the Pittman-Robertson Act. 

Senator Biste. I might suggest, in view of the fact that you hav 
requested the opportunity to present a later statement, that you might 
incorporate your suggested amendment in that statement, if that meets 
with your approval / 

Mr. Breen. Yes, I would be glad to do so. That completes my 
comments on S. 756. If there are any questions I would be glad to 
attempt to answer them. 

Senator Brrr. You might develop a little more, if you would, the 
feeling as to Senator Murray’s bill, S. 1172 

Mr. Breen. Mr. Gravelle will dwell mostly on the respective merits 
of these bills. I might just mention at this time that there are two 
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items which we suggest. One is that section 1 of Senator Murray’s 
bill should not be tied in with section 2. Section 2 deals with the 
$13 million fund which I have been discussing. Section 1 deals with 
the basic amendment to the Pittman-Robertson Act. 

Further, and Mr. Gravelle will develop this, as far as S. 1172 is 
concerned, the State of Nevada would receive no benefit from the 
$13 million fund. The reason for that of course is that we have not 
been able to take full advantage of the present annual allocations 
under the Pittman-Robertson Act and if we have not been able to 
take advantage of those allocations we certainly would not be in a 
position to match any part of the $13 million fund. 

S. 1172, as it appears now, would be of no advantage to the State 
of Nevada. 

Senator Brstz. As I understand it, the $13 million plus that is being 
disposed of either under S. 1172 or S. 756 is completely made up of 
money that come from firearms sales and allied sports goods sources, 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Breen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratz. No part of that money is governmental money? 

Mr. Breen. No. That is made up completely from the sales of 
guns, ammunition, and the articles covered under the original 
Pittman-Robertson Act. 

Senator Brstz. Would you care to make any comment, Mr. Breen, 
on S. 757? 

Mr. Breen. Yes. I might say one other thing in connection with 
your last statement about the fact that that is sportsmen’s money. 
There has been some objection, I understand, from the Bureau of the 
Budget on the theory expressed in S, 756 in the Bureau of the Budget’s 
comments on Representative Metcalf’s bill introduced last year 
in the House, on the idea that the original funds were acquired on 
the theory that the Federal Government was in partnership with the 
States. 

In that connection I should like to point out that this money has 
come directly from the sportsmen themselves. It has not been by 
appropriation from any fund or taken from ny other form of 
revenue-raising activities. It comes directly from the sportsmen. 

I would suggest that the partnership theory as advanced by the 
Bureau of the Budget does not necessarily apply where it concerns 
funds that have been collected directly from the sportsmen. If the 
sportsmen feel that it will be better to allocate this $13 million with- 
out matching funds, the Bureau of the Budget’s objections should not 
be seriously considered. 

Senator Brere. It is true, is it not, that this $13 million plus are 
funds that are in addition to any other federally appropriated funds. 
It is an accumulation that has been building up over the years, is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Breen. That is correct, yes. I understand most of it was built 
up during the war years and is merely sitting in the Treasury. 

I might make one other comment in connection with that. This 
again is sportsmen’s money that has been sitting in the Treasury with- 
out use. It should be put to the use for which the sportsmen paid the 
tax. 

Senator Bretz. Would you care to comment on S. 757? 


— 
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Mr. Breen. In specific connection with S. 757, which concerns the 
duck-stamp money, I should like to make comments at this time and 
later submit a written statement in greater detail on some of the 
matters on which I will speak generally : at this time. 

Senator Brere. It will be understood that you will submit a written 
statement at a later date. 

Mr. Breen. The purpose of the Duck Stamp Act was the acquisi- 
tion of lands and waters for waterfowl refuge. Somewhat the same 
problem is present in this program as we are faced with in the State 
of Nevada, namely the diminishing possible areas for wildlife refuge. 
According to Mr. John Farley, of the Fish en Wildlife Service, 
their refuge program is behind schedule and it appears that under 
the present situation and present method of handling the duck-stamp 
money it might be many, many years before the “refuge program 
would ever be completed as it was originally envisaged. It is pos- 
sible that the entire program as originally thought out oe be 
seriously restricted because of the diminishing possible area 

Here, again, the element of time is w orking against the sieht am. 
There is only so much land available for these refuges and if they are 
not ac quired when available then they will no doubt be gone forever. 

There is a strong feeling on the part of the sportsmen in the State 
of Nevada for whom I speak—and I understand that this feeling is 
not confined just to the State of Nevada—that whatever the method 
used, a certain percentage of the duck-stamp money should be used 
for the annual acquisition of land and water areas for waterfowl 
refuges. 

The bill itself, S. 757, sets up a 40-percent requirement. We do not 
at this time say w hether the 40- -percent figure is correct. We do say 
that some percentage, some sizable percentage should be taken each 
year for the acquisition of land and water areas suitable for wildlife 
waterfowl refuges. 

We realize that there are many difficulties in a rigid and mandatory 
percentage to be used each year for the acquisition of land and water 
for this purpose, but on the other hand, the situation as it now exists 
is not satisfactory and we feel that the purposes of the original act 
and the purpose of collecting the duck- stamp money is not being ade- 
quately carried out. Unless a change is made the entire refuge pro- 
gram could be seriously and permanently damaged. 

Senator Bree. At this point could you indicate, if you know, 
approximately how much is being used percentagewise by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service for the acquisition of refuges? 

Mr. Breen. According to the figures that we have received from 
the Fish and Wildlife people for the fiscal year ending 1954, 20 per- 
cent was used for the acquisition of land and water, 55 percent was 
used for maintenance of the present projects. 

They also tell us that they feel, as a result of their experience, that 
the most economical and satisfactory use of these funds would be that 
30 percent would be used for the acquisition of land and water areas, 
and 30 percent for maintenance, 25 percent for development, and the 
remaining percentage would be used for enforcement, research, and 
administration. 

I might also say that in the fiscal year ending 1954 that no funds 
were used for development. 
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Senator Bistr. What is your feeling as to their suggested formula ? 

Mr. Breen. We have no adequate basis at this time to say whether 
or not their suggested formula would be the most advantageous. We 
do say, however, that some sizable percentage of these funds should 
be used for the acquisition of land and water. 

Senator Biste. Do you think 20 percent is too low / 

Mr. Breen. Twenty percent I would say is too low. As T stated 
before, we realize there are many difficulties in this particular piece 
of legislation but we should like to make it clear that it is also our 
feeling that the vast majority of sportsmen want to see a change made 
in the present procedures in the development of this wildlife program 
and that one of the ways in which this could be improved would be 
for a definite percentage to be set aside for the acquisition of land 
and water areas. 

Senator Bistz. Thank you very much, Mr. Breen. I certainly 
appreciate your appearance here this morning and I know that the 
subcommittee will read your testimony very carefully. 


Mr. Gravelle ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. GRAVELLE, DIRECTOR OF CALIFORNIA 
AND NEVADA FOR THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, AND 
PRESIDENT, NEVADA FEDERATED SPORTSMEN 


Mr. Gravette. I have a prepared written statement, which I will 
read at this time. 

Senator Bisie. It is your intention to read the statement in its 
entirety / 

Mr. Gravette. Yes, sir; and to comment orally upon the bill. 

Senator Brae. fe ou may proceed. 

Mr. Gravette. Gentlemen, I, William H. Gravelle, director of Cali- 
fornia and Nevada for the National Wildlife Federation, and presi- 
dent, Nevada Federated Sportsmen, wish to make the following state- 
ment with reference to S. 756 and 8. 1172. 

A comparison of these two bills now before this committee will show 
that S. 756, as introduced by Senator Alan Bible, would allow all of 
the States and particularly Nevada, to receive a so-called “shot in the 
arm” in their conservation activities. 

A dollar spent today in the acquisition of wildlife resources could 
very well mean $2 tomorrow. It has always been the problem of 
conservationists that they have had too little too late. These unap- 
propriated moneys, are moneys belonging to the sportsmen of the 
Nation. They were gathered for a specific purpose as originally set 
forth in the Pittman-Robertson Act. 

The bill introduced by Senator Murray, S. 1172, does not in any 
fashion assist the conservationists to accomplish some of the projects 
which are now in the planning stage. No extra moneys would become 
available under this bill, as it would merely be a case of setting back 
but 1 year the appropriations which are now being made. It is there- 
fore like the age-old proverb of taking from Peter to pay Paul. 

I have heard the argument presented that each State under the 
Murray bill would know in advance the exact amountof money to 
be appropriated in any given year. This is not necessary as the 
monies according to the original Pittman-Robertson Act are appro- 
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priated for a period of 2 years before reverting to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Therefore, any State not wishing to take advan- 
tage of an unknown appropriation in its first year, would know 
exactly how much money was appropriated in the second year, and 
could budget according Ly. 

The original purpose for which legislation Was sought, concerned 
only the distribution of the surplus money in the Pittman-Robertson 
Act. The conservationists of the Nation were presenting a united 
front for this type of legislation, which is embodied in 8, 756. How 
ever, an effort is now being made to amend the original Pittman 
Robertson Act by a controversial amendment which would divide the 
supporters of the original thought as expressed in 5. 756. 

A comparison between thhe two bills is very easy to make. S. 1172 
has, as an amendment to the original act, a clause concerning the 


use of these moneys for management. ‘The moneys that are in sur 
plus at the present time were gathered under the act as it originally 
was, Consequently, we feel that they should be distributed under 
the act as it originally was. 8.1172 does not do this. 


By setting back for only 1 year those moneys, as I have stated 1 
my written statement, it is like taking from Peter to pay Paul because 
actually you are turning to the U nited States or to the general fund, 
whichever it might be, the sum of $15,500,000 which does no tbelong 
in that particular fund. It = longs to the sportsmen of this Nation, 

The mere setting bac k by 1 year cannot in any fashion help conser 
vation as far as the Nation is concerned. We need money today and 
not tomorrow, for tomorrow it may be too late. 

Senator Brete. Under S. 1172, as I understand it, that would be 
completely on a matching basis, is that true ¢ 

Mr. Gravette. That is completely true. 

Senator Brere. Under S. 756 there is no matching requirement ? 

Mr. Gravetie. That is right. 

Senator Brete. What is your thinking as to the number of years 
under which the surplus should be spent under S. 756, which is 5 
years, is that a correct figure of time within which to spend that 
amount ? 

Mr. Gravete. I would feel that as S. 756 is drawn, it would be 
satisfactory. A State, in setting up a project for this money in most 
instances could purchase the necessary lands on a 5-year basis, pay ing 
for it as any individual might have to do, so much a year. There- 
fore I cannot see where it would make : any difference actually as to 
whether it was 3 years or 5 years as long as the time was not too 
drawn out. 

Senator Brerr. You think the 5-year figure is satisfactory as now 
contained in the bill? 

Mr. Grave.ie. I think it is. I think that contracts could be made 
with the money definitely appropriated so that they would know it 
was going to be available and that there would be no problem in any 
State in obtaining the projects that are necessary at once if it was 
found it was needed. 

Senator Brste. You heard Mr. Breen’s comments concerning a pro- 
posed change to section 8 so as to conform with the Pittman-Robert- 
son Act. Do you agree with his analysis? 


64239—55——_3 
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Mr. Gravette. Yes; | would agree wholeheartedly with the change 
in section 8. 

Senator Brate. You would amend it so as to conform with the Pitt- 
man-Robertson Act ? 

Mr. GRavELLE. Yes. 

Senator Breie. Do you have anything further that you would like 
to add, Mr. Gravelle, in comparison of these two bills, S. 756 and 
S. 1172? 

Mr. Graveie. I have nothing further to state except that I think 
that the management clause, as presented in S. 1172, is a very highly 
controversial clause and could possibly mean defeat of the entire ‘bill. 
Consequently I would feel that the two should be separated; that we 
should not be attempting to distribute these funds which we all know 
are needed, through a change or an amendment to the original act. 

do not believe that this is necessary. The management clause can 
be handled in a separate amendment to the original act and can be 
fought on its own merits without attempting to push it along with the 
dollars which are now available attached. 

Senator Bisie. In making this — ntation, Mr. Gravelle, [ under- 
stand you are a director of the National Wildlife Federation. The 
National Wildlife Federation is composed of whom? 

Mr. Gravettr. The National Wildlife Federation is composed of 
sportsmen’s organizations in every State with the exception of 
Georgia, including the District of ¢ ‘olumbia and Alaska. 

Senator Bisnis. The National Wildlife Federation has how many 
divectors ¢ 

Mr. Gravee. It has 15 directors. 

Senator Bisie. Do I understand that the petition that you present 
today on behalf of S. 756 is on behalf of the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Grave.Le. With regard to the distribution of the moneys under 
the Pittman-Robertson Act which are now in surplus, the National 
Wildlife Federation went on record in Chicago at their annual meet- 
ing last March 

Senator Biste. March 1954 / 

Mr. Gravette. March 1954—as favoring this piece of legislation. 

Senator Brsie. Thank you. That also of course represents the posi- 
tions of Nevada and California, of which you are a director / 

Mr. Gravette. That is correct. 

Senator Bratz. Do you have any comment that you care to give in 
the « ‘ompar ison of those two bills? 

Mr. Gravette. Nothing further. 

Senator Biste. Do you have any comment that you would care to 
make on S. 757 ¢ 

Mr. Gravee. A general comment; yes. 

S. 757 is the start of a need as far as the sportsmen are concerned. 
It has been said that the sportsmen of the Nation would go along 
with a pagers to increase the price of the duck stamp provided 
that a certain percentage of it—and that we are not trying to deter- 
mine—be earmarked for refuge acquisition. We all realize that the 
increased populations, civilization and industry, the continued drain- 
ing of marshlands, make it imperative that we gather as much land 
under the refuge program as we possibly can and as soon as we can. 
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I would like to point out to the committee that in the waterfowl] 
treaty with Canada the following wording was used: 

To take the necessary measures for insuring the executiou of the present con 
vention for the protection of migratory birds in the United States and Canada 

This language was used to fix the Federal Government’s respon 
sibility, and it was also used in the Mexico agreement and in the 
Mexico agreement it states: 

It is right and proper to protect the said migratory birds, whateve wv be 
their origin, in the United States of America and the United Mexican States, 
in order that the species may not be exterminated 

The language as used in both of these agreements shows a definite 
responsibility by the United States for the protection of migratory 
waterfowl. It hasn’t been done so far. We have been dipping into 
the duckstamp receipts for many purposes besides acquisition. In 
fact, the biggest majority of the money, as Mr. Farley stated yester 
day, has been used for maintenance of projects. He gave us the fig 
ure of 55 percent in maintenance alone, with enforcement, research, 
and administration using another 25 percent, and 25 percent being 
used for development and ac quisition, 

What portion of that was for acquisition only he couldn't break 
down for us, but it is a very small portion of the amount of money that 
the duck stamp is bringing in. 

[ think the original intent of the Duck Stamp Act was for the aequi 
sition of refuges for waterfowl. That is the impression that you would 
get from going down the street and talking to 95 percent of the sports 
men that you would meet on the street and asking the question: 
“What do you pay $2 for a duck stamp for?” Tlowever, that has not 
been the case. It has been used for many other things. We are not 
questioning that. 

We feel that possibly Congress has been in error. [I understand 
that they sees made no appropriations for maintenance, for opera 
tion of the refuges since 1950. Prior to that. time they were making 
appropriations, “slowly dropping the amount each year until 1950 
when there was no appropriation made. There hasn’t been any made 
since then, according to my information. Consequently, the operation 
of these refuges throughout the entire country has been borne by the 
sportsmen and land acquisition for new refuges has gone by the board. 

I think that there is definitely a need for an earmarking of a ce! 
tain percentage of these funds for land acquisition before it is too late 
and we will no longer have a migratory waterfow] population to worry 
about. 

I think that completes my statement with regard to that. 

Senator Bisir. Do you have any comment as to that percentage 
do you think 40 pe reent is a correct percentage to be-used for ac quisi- 
tion of land and water areas / 

Mr. Graver. I would be willing to go along with a percentage 
basis that was given to me yesterday in conference with Mr. F ‘arley 
and his assistants, in which they stated that 30 percent for land ac qu 
sition, 30 percent for maintenance, 25 percent for development, and 
15 percent for enforcement. 

Senator Bratz. You believe that is a satisfactory formula ? 

Mr. Gravette. They seemed to think that that would be an accept 
able formula to them. I believe that the sportsmen of the country 
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would go along with a program of that type. At least we are getting 
considerably more than we are getting now. 

Senator Bipte. Thank you. Do you have anything else that you 
want to add, Mr. Gravelle / 

Mi. GRAVELLE. No, sir. 

Senator Binur. Thank you very much. 

Lhe heat hye on these three bills will be continued to permit other 
witnesses to be heard ata later date. 

The acting chairman is very appreciative of your appearance, Mr. 
Breen, and of your. appearance, Mr. Gravelle, on behalf of both of 
these bills. 

We will stand in recess, subject to the call of the chairman. 

(Thereupon, it 11:52 a. m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub- 


ject to the eal] of the chairman. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 4, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCR, 
SUBCOMMITTER ON MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. ¢ 


,) 


The committee met at 10 a. m., in room 155, Senate Office Building, 
Senator James H. Duff presiding. 

Present: Senators Dull and Bible: Representative Metcalf. 

Also present: Frank Pellegrini, committee counsel; Wayne T. Geis 
singer, minority counsel; A. J. Bourbon, subcommittee staff member. 

Senator Durr. Gentlemen, the three bills before us for discussion 
today go to the heart of the matter of State participation in wildlife 
conservation and planning. 

A prey ious hearing on the 10th of March had some interesting testi 
mony from witnesses representing sportsmen’s groups. ‘Today we 
will hear from Congressman Lee Metcalf, of Montana, who introduced 
leoislation in the House in this field, and from representatives of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and from others interested from the stand 
] oint of the States’ and sportsmen’s view. 

The bills to be cliscussed are S. 156, by Senator Bible, to provide a 
formula for distribution of $13 million-plus of unappropriated Pitt- 
man-Robertson funds; 8. 757, by Senator Bible, to amend the Migra- 
tory Bird Hunting Stamp Act to provide for acquisition of more land 
and more water for refuges; S. 1172, by Senator Murray, to use the 
unappropriated funds for 1956 for wildlife restoration during the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, defining “wildlife restoration proj 
ect’, and for other purposes. 

And I would like to make a part of the record at this time r ports 
and telegrams from the various departments and State groups indicat 
ing their attitude toward the proposals. 


DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS COVERING S, 756 AND S, 1172 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIO} 
Van 4, 1955 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


My DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Your committee has requested a* report on 8 


756, a bill to provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife re 

storation projects, and for other purposes, and S. 1172, a bill to amend the Wild 
life Restoration Act (16 U. 8. C. secs. 669-6691) by providing that the amount of 
money currently in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund shall be available 
for use during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, defining “wildlife restoratior 


project,” and for other purposes. 
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We recommend the enactment of this proposed legislation in the form of S. 1172 
for reasons hereafter stated in this report. 

There has been accumulated, but not expended, the sum of $13,467,468.61 in the 
Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Fund. This fund was established by the 
Wildlife Restoration Act of September 2, 1927, as amended (50 Stat. 917; 16 
U. S. C. 669). This unexpended amount has been accumulated in the fund be 
cause of the fact that although the act authorized annual appropriations equal 
to the revenues obtained from the excise tax on firearms, shells, and cartridges, 
the annual appropriations by the Congress during fiscal years 1939 to 1947, in 
clusive, were less than the excise tax revenues that were placed in the fund. 
The bills to which this report relates, in addition to other features as hereafter 
stated, provide for the disposition of this unappropriated fund. 

In Considering these measures, a brief discussion of the Wildlife Restoration 
Act of 1937, supra, may be helpful. That act inaugurated a program of Federal 
aid to wildlife restoration that included, as its primary objective, the acquisition 
and restoration by the States of arenas adaptable as feeding, resting, and breeding 
places for wildlife. It provided also for research into the problems of wildlife 
management. That program has been highly successful and the Federal por- 
tion of the program has been financed through the appropriation each year of 
revenue accruing from the excise tax imposed on firearms, shells, and cartridges. 
Allocations of these appropriated funds are made pursuant to the act to the sev- 
eral States on the basis of a prescribed formula which takes into account the 
area of the States and the number of paid hunting license holders in the States. 
To further insure the equitable distribution of funds, no State may be apportioned 
more than 5 percent nor less than one-half of 1 percent of the total apportioned 
to all of them. Wildlife restoration projects proposed by the States and falling 
within the authorizations contained in the act, however, must be financed, in 
part, by State funds. The States are required to bear 25 percent of the cost 
of such projects. The balance of the cost may be reimbursed to the States out of 
the Federal fund. 

S. 1172, which we recommend be enacted, would provide suitable disposition of 
the accumulated moneys in the wildlife restoration fund consistent with the fiscal 
procedures and the formula relating to distribution of funds, established by the 
1937 act. In addition, it would establish a more workable budgetary procedure 
than is now permitted under the terms of the act, so far as the appropriation of 
State funds is concerned. 

Due to the fact that the amount of the revenues available for distribution to 
the States under the 1937 act is not known until several months after the end 
of each Federal fiscal year, the States now have a very inadequate period of time 
in which to obtain the appropriation of the matching 25 percent of State funds as 
prescribed by the act. 8S. 1172 would correct this system, as stated in section 2 
thereof. by providing that the amount accruing to such fund during each fiscal 
year shall be available for use by the States under the provisions of the 1937 act 
during the second fiscal vear following the fiscal year in which such amount 
accrued to the fund. This will permit the efficient use of the wildlife restora- 
tion funds by giving the States sufficient time to perform necessary advance 
planning of restoration projects and to obtain the appropriation of the necessary 
State funds, thereby permitting utilization of the full benefits of the Wildlife 
Restoration Act. It will correct an administrative and budgeting problem that 
has existed ever since the enactment of the Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937. 

The unexpended balance now in the fund approximately equals the amounts 
which have been available and appropriated each vear during the past few years. 
Therefore, S. 1172 appropriately provides that the accumulated balance in the 
fund shall be made available for the use of the States in accordance with the 
apportionment formula set forth in the act for the fiscal vear beginning July 1, 
1955. Such funds would be apportioned in lieu of any other amounts otherwise 
apportioned to the States pursuant to the act. 

An incidental but important feature of S. 1172 is the provision contained in 
section 1 thereof that would amend the Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937, supra, 
so that program funds may be expended on activities involving “management 
exclusive of law enforcement and public relations.” Such an amendment is 
urgently needed because the companion restoration program in the fisheries field 
made possible by the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act of August 9, 1950 (64 
Stat. 450) authorizes the use of funds for “management” purposes. With these 
programs being administered jointly and some of the resultant projects combin- 
ing both fish and wildlife activities, complications are experienced in the adminis- 
tration of the programs. 
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S. 756 is contrary to the basic partnership formula governing Federal and 
State expenditures pursuant to the Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937, supra, and 
we feel, therefore, that it should not receive favorable consideration. This bill 
would make available to the several States, in the form of outright grants, over 
a 5-year period, the sum that has been accumulated in the fund. The enactment 
of such a proposal would affect adversely the normal operation under the 1937 
act, by overlapping and duplicating such operations. 

We are apprehensive, therefore, that the enactment of such legislation would 
lead to confusion. Federal administrative problems relating to the funds would 
be further complicated and multiplied; some of the States probably could effec 
tively use all of the funds from both sources, others probably could not do so, and 
there would be some disruption in the established State-sponsored wildlife res 
toration programs. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FELIx KE. WORMSER, 
issistant Secretary of the Intertor 


DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS COVERING S, 757 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D.C., May 16, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Drar SENATOR MaGNuson: Your committee has requested a report on S. 
757. a bill to amend the Migratory Bird Llunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 
(48 Stat. 451; 16 U.S. C. 718), as amended. This bill would direct (a) that not 
less than 40 percent of all moneys received into the special fund known as the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Fund shall be available for acquisition of land and 
water areas suitable for the breeding, nesting, and resting of migratory water- 
fowl: (b) that not more than 45 percent shall be available for the location, ascer 
tainment, acquisition, administration, maintenance, and development of suitable 
ureas for inviolate migratory-bird sanctuaries; and (c) that the remainder shall 
be available for expenses in enforcing and executing the act. 

We recommend that this proposed legislation be not enacted. 

The Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (16 U.S. C. 718) now provides that not 
less than 8S) percent of the funds obtained from the sale of migratory-bird 
hunting stamps shall be available for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, 
administration, maintenance, and development of suitable areas for inviolate mi 
gratory-bird sanctuaries. The act provides that the remainder, 15 percent, shall 
be available for expenses in enforcing and executing the act. 

As previously indicated, the effect of this proposed legislation would be to es 
tablish a new formula governing the use of the major portion of the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Fund. This new formula would require the use and expendi 
iure of 40 percent of the fund solely for the purpose of acquiring land for wate 
fowl purposes. This drastic revision in the established formula governing the 
disposition of the fund, in our opinion, would be inadvisable. This Department 
isin hearty accord with the objective of acquiring more land for waterfowl refuge 
purposes. We feel, however, from our long experience in administering the fund, 
that this proposed legislation, requiring the use for a single purpose of a fixed per 
centage of the funds derived from the sale of hunting stamps would be inad 
visable. Additional lands that are needed, in our opinion, should be acquired either 
from general appropriations or from funds to be derived from an increase in the 
price of the stamps. Funds now available for the several purposes of the act are 
very inadequate, consequently, a redistribution of such limited funds as prescribed 
by this proposed legislation would jeopardize the operation and maintenance of 
existing refuges. 

Bnactment of this proposed legislation would destroy the essential flexibility 
in the present law governing the use of duck-stamp funds. The present flexibility 
that is permitted in the use of duck-stamp funds under the present law has been 
largely responsible for the success of the waterfowl-refuge program to date, For 
example, at the time of enactment of the law, there were ample emergency funds 
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for the purchase of land and there existed an abundant supply of CCC, WPA, 
and other emergency relief labor. There also existed, however, a dire shortage 
of Federal funds for the purchase of supplies, equipment, and materials. Here, 
the duck-stamp moneys were used to great advantage for the purchase of fencing 
material, reinforced steel, cement, water-control structures, draglines, bulldozers, 

nd other necessary items. These funds became the key to the use of emergency 
relief labor for the development of the growing thousands of acres of land then 
being purchased with other funds 

During succeeding years, as WPA workers returned to private industry and 
as the CCC camps were disbanded, the duck-stamp funds and the regular annual 
appropriations became the sole source of support for the waterfowl refuge pro 
gram. By 1939 all appropriated and emergency funds for the purchase of land 
were obligated. The Migratory Waterfowl Stamp receipts became the only funds 
available for land purchase and they also constituted a large portion of the moneys 
available for the development, operation, and maintenance of refuges previously 
acquired. Thus, in subsequent years, the land purchase program has by necessity 
resolved into one of purchasing key tracts, either in areas where new refuges are 
sorely needed, or to round out and complete refuges which had been partially 

quired during the burst of activity in the early days of refuge expansion. 

Over the years, as new areas came under our administration, particularly under 
the authority of the so-called Coordination Act (60 Stat. 1080), this Department 
has endeavored to secure funds for the development, operation, and maintenance 
of the new projects. The requirements for economy have reduced direct appro- 
priations, thereby necessitating the use of duck-stamp funds instead of regular 
appropriations. As a result, the present waterfowl program is being carried 
virtually in its entirety from duck-stamp revenues, refuge receipts, and reversions 
from unexpended Pittman-Robertson funds. Almost all of the regularly appro- 
priated funds now available through annual appropriation acts for refuge pur- 
poses are needed for the maintenance and operation of big-game and upland-game 
areas for which duck-stamp funds cannot be used. 

In conclusion, it is our opinion that there exists a great need for the establish- 
ment of new waterfowl refuges and the acquisition of extensive acreage for 
waterfowl projects. While the United States now owns and administers through 
this Department approximately 3% million acres of waterfowl areas, an addi- 
tional 4 million acres would be required to meet current needs. In this connection, 
our experience has shown that the expansion of this program should proceed on 
an orderly basis; large acreages should be brought into Federal ownership for 
these purposes only when funds are provided also for the development and ad- 
ministration of such lands. The bills to which this report refers would require 
the expenditure of a very substantial portion of the duck-stamp funds for the 
single purpose of land acquisition, thereby resulting in lands being brought under 
the control of this Department that we would be unable to develop or administer 
for the purposes in question, unless, of course, adequate funds are to be provided 
for the development and management of such lands. Unless this could be ac- 
complished, these additional lands would contribute little toward the conduct of 
an effective waterfowl refuge program. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours 





Frep G. AANDATIL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Varch 8, 19565. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON : Reference is made to your letter of January 28, 1955, 
requesting the views of the Department on S. 757, to amend the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amended. 

The Department perceives no objection to the proposed legislation so far as 
its responsibilities are concerned. It appears that none of the provisions of the 
bill would interfere with fulfillment by the United States of its obligations under 
the migratory bird conventions. 
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Inasmuch as the bill relates to laws which are administered by the Depart 
ment of the Interior it is believed that the proposed legislation would be of pri 
mary interest to that Department. 

The Department has been informed by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
THRUSTON B. Morton, 
Assistant Seerctary 


(For the Secretary of State). 


TREASURY DEPARTMEN1 
February 17. 1955 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Drar Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of 
the Treasury Department on 8. 757, a bill to amend section 4 of the Migratory 
Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amended (16 U. 8S. C. T1isSd) 

The proposed legislation would amend section 4 of the Migratory Bird Hunt 
ing Stamp Act of March 16, 1934, as amended, by adding a subsection which 
would make not less than 40 percent of the moneys received from the sale 
of such stamps available for the acquisition of land and water areas suitable for 
the breeding, nesting, and resting of migratory waterfowl to meet the obligation 
and responsibility for the protection of such birds provided for in the conven- 
tions with the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and with the United 
Mexican States. The amount available from the moneys received from the sale 
of such stamps for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, administration, main 
tenance, and development of suitable areas for inviolate migratory-bird san 
tuaries and certain other purposes under existing provisions of the act would 
be reduced correspondingly from 85 percent to not more than 45 percent 

The Treasury Department has no comments to make with respect to the merits 
of the bill. 

Very truly yours, 
Davip W. KENDALI 
General Counsel 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
February 8, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice concerning the bill (S. 757), to amend the Migratory 
Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1984 (48 Stat. 451; 16 U. S. GC. 718), as 
amended. 

The bill has been examined, but since the subject matter thereof is not 
related to any of the activities of the Department of Justice, we would prefer 
not to offer any comment concerning it. 

Sincerely, 


WILLIAM P. ROGERS, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 25, February 21, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of January 28, 1955, requests our comments 
upon S. 757, 84th Congress, which amends the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp 
Act of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451,16 U.S.C. 718). 

Since the provisions of the bill would not affect the functions of the General 
Accounting Office and we have no special information bearing on the matter, we 
offer no objection to the measure or comments concerning its enactment. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington 25, D. C.. March 28, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

DeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for a report on 8. 757, 
a bill to amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 (48 
Stat. 451:16U.S. C. 718), as amended. 

The provisions of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act which would be 
amended by this measure relate to the disposition of moneys received from the 
sale of such stamps. The provisions relating to the reimbursement of this 
Department for services rendered in connection with the sale of the stamps are 
retained, and the measure, if enacted, will not affect postal expenditures. 

In view of the foregoing, this Department has no recommendations to make 
with respect to the enactment of this legislation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to the Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
ABE McGREGOR GOFF, 
The Solicttor. 


COMMUNICATION FROM STATE COMMISSIONS AND SPORTSMEN’S ORGANIZATIONS 


JUNEAU, ALASKA, May 4, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman Subcommittee Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Alaska Sportsmens Council strongly favors S. 756 and S. 1172 and requests 
full participation of Alaska in division of surplus Pittman-Robertson fund also 
favors passage of S. 757. 

ALASKA SPORTSMENS COUNCIL. 


Lir?tLeE Rock, ArKk., May 2, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Will appreciate every consideration S. 756 as release of Pittman-Robertson 
surplus funds of extreme importance to Arkansas and Nation. 
W. M. APPLE, 
Secretary, Arkansas Wildlife Federation. 


CARMICHAEL, CALIF., May 5, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Washington, D. C.: 
Six hundred sportsmen organizations California Wildlife Federation support 
Bible bill S. 756 and urge your committee recommend passage. 
GEORGE D. DIFANI. 


DENVER, Coro., April 30, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Capitol, Washington, D. C. 


We wish to let you and your committee know the members of the Colorado 
Wildlife Federation are in favor Bible bill 8S. 756 and S. 757. We hope your 
committee will give a favorable recommendation to these bills as we feel they 
are of benefit to our wildlife and fisheries future. 


COLORADO WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Harry G. Sms, Secretary. 


BolskE, Ipano, May 2, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Washington, D.C. 
The Idaho Wildlife Federation opposes Murray bill S. 1172 and endorses Bible 
bill S. 756 and duck-stamp earmarking bill S. 757. 
THEO. H. WEGENER, President. 
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LANSING, MicH., May 2, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Strongly urge favorable action to make approximately 138% million unappro 
priated Pittman-Robertson fund available to the States proposed by Senator 
sible of Nevada in S. 759. Greatly prefer this method to that proposed by 
Senator Murray of Montana in 8. 1172. The rapid encroachment by agriculture 
and industry on wetlands makes positive action necessary to insure greater use 
of the duck-stamp fund for water fowl land acquisition. We favor duck-stamp 
changes along the lines proposed in the S. 757 by Senator Bible and by several 
others in the House. 
GERALD E. Eppy, 
Director, Michigan Department of Conservation. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., May 5, 1955, 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Conservation Federation of Missouri, statewide organization of 14,000 mem 
bers strongly urges your committee approve Bible bill, 8S. 756, to make avail- 
able to States surplus P. R. funds and also approve 8S. 757 to earmark duck 
stamp money for refuge acquisition. 

Ep STEGNER, 
Erecutive Secretary, Conservation Federation of Missouri 


JEFFERSON Ciry, Mo., May 2, 1955 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Ohairman, Senate Subcommittee Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Missouri Conservation Commission urgently requests favorable committee 
action on 8S. 756 and the defeat of S. 1172. 
Respectfully, 
I. T. Bone, Director. 


RENO, NEvV., May 3, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

The Nevada Fish and Game Commission wishes to reiterate their stand in 
favor Senate bill 756 and Senate bill 757. Your favorable consideration will 
be appreciated. 

FRANK W. Groves, Director. 


RENO, NEv., Way 2, 1955 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We desire to restate our support of bills S. 756 and S. 757 and strongly 
oppose bill S. 1172. 
NEVADA FEDERATED SPORTSMAN, 
WiILtramM H. GRAVELLE, 
Pre side nt. 


PortTsMOUTH, N. H., May 3, 1955 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
We urge your full support of 8S. 576, 8S. 1172, H. R. 37 
H. D. DUFRESNE, 
Secretary, Federated Sportsmens Clubs of New Hampshire. 








24 WILDLIFE RESTORATION 


ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx., May 2, 1995. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The New Mexico Game Protective Association, representing the sportsmen 
of New Mexico, endorse provisions of Bible bill, S. 756 as best plan for dis- 
bursement of Pittman-Robertson surplus fund. We also endorse 8S. 757 to pro- 
vide funds for acquisition of waterfowl areas. Respectfully urge favorable 
action on these bills by your committee. We disapprove provisions of Murray 
bill, S. 1172, which would amend Pittman-Robertson Act. Request this message 
be presented to your committee at hearing May 4 and 5. 

RoGer NEILL, Executive Secretary. 


WaLLA WALLA, WASH., May 3, 1955. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation endorses Bible bill S. 756 and Price bill H. R. 
162 on Pittman-Robertson surplus fund; also bills 8. 757 and H. R. 37 on ear- 
marking duck stamp money. 

CarRL B. RAMSEY, 
President, Oregon Wildlife Federation. 


WISCONSIN FEDERATION OF CONSERVATION CLUBS, 
Stevens Point, Wis., May 1, 1955. 

Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senate Office Building. 
Congressman FRANK BOYKIN, 
Congressman LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C 

DEAR SENATORS AND CONGRESSMEN: This organization would like to have you 
recognize the great demand for an equitable distribution of the Pittman-Robertson 
surplus funds which were built up during the war years. It is our belief that 
these funds should be returned to the States without matching requirements 
over a 5-year period for use in projects which would normally be approved for 
other Pittman-Robertson project funds. It should be in addition to the normally 
disbursed Pittman-Robertson funds and should not just postpone the payment 
of regular funds for 1 year, and no gain would be apparent in actual wildlife 
work that would be permissible under such a plan. We favor the Bible bill, 
S. 756, on Pittman-Robertson surplus fund and the Price bill, H. R. 162, on the 
same surplus fund. 

We are also very much in favor of bills S. 757 and H. R. 37 earmarking 40 
percent of duck stamp money for purchase of wetlands for management for ducks. 
This is a much needed change, especially since we now hold only 34% million 
acres, and it has taken us 20 years to acquire that, and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service maintains that we will need a minimum of 11 million acres to maintain 
present duck population levels. That means we must acquire those other 714 
million acres in less than a third of the time we have spent on the lands now in 
public ownership, which is going to have to be accomplished by compelling the 
purchase of these lands so that they will not be diverted to other uses before 
it is possible to purchase them under the present program. 

Sincerely, 
LES WOERPEL, 
Eerecutive Secretary. 
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STATE OF COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME AND FIs} 
Denver, Colo... May 5 195 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Subcommiitee on Merchant Marine and Fishe os 
United States Senate. Washington. D. C. 





DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: I would appreciate having this letter made a pat 
of the public hearings which were scheduled for May 4 and 5 with refer ne 
the allocation of $13,500,000 of reserve Pittman-Robertson funds, now he 
by the Federal Treasury, and the earmarking of 40 percent of the revenu 
derived from the sale of the duck stamps for the acquisition of migrato1 
waterfowl refuges 

Speaking on behalf of the Colorado Game and Fish Department, which is 
most directly concerned with the allocation of the Federal-aid funds 
like to urge the passage of the provisions contained in H. R. 162 or H. R. 598 
or S$. 756, which, I understand, appropriate the reserve Pittman-Robertsor 
funds for distribution to the States under the Pittman-Robertson Act formula 
over a period of 5 years. This allocation would be in addition to the regula 


allocation of Pittman-Robertson funds, and, in my opinion, would provide f 

a stepped-up game restoration program. These additional funds are particu 
larly needed in Colorado at the present time to meet the terrific demands of 
more and more licensed hunters. I realize the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Department of the Interior may be opposed to the allocation of these funds 
without matching by the States, and the only reason for the nonmatching basi: 
was to accommodate a few of the larger Western States that have difficulty in 
matching current allocations of Pittman-Robertson funds. As far as Colorade 
is concerned, we would be willing to concede this point, and, if necessary, to 
match the Federal grants on the same basis now provided under the current 
Pittman-Robertson Act. We do definitely object to the provisions contained 
in the Metcalf bill, H. R. 3257, which would not provide any increased funds 
to carry on a stepped-up progrim. It is conceded that this type of legislation 
would tend to stabilize budget problems and would provide a little better plan 
ning of current projects. In my opinion, however, the States have been op- 
erating successfully under the current legislation since 1937, and it has fun 

tioned remarkably weil and to the satisfaction of all States concerned. 

The additional funds made available to the States would be utilized by a 
great number of the States in acquiring and developing wet lands for migratory 
birds. It is conceded by all of the States and by the Fish and Wildlife Service 
itself that there is a greater need for the acquisition and development of wet 
lands for migratory waterfowl refuges, and since the Federal Government has 
been unwilling to meet these needs this would be one basis which would allow 
the States to help. 

The sportsmen of Colorado, as well as the Game and Fish Department, would 
also like to go on record as favoring H. R. 37, H. R. 597, and S. 757, which in 
effect provide that not less than 40 percent of duck stamp funds be used for wet 
land acquisition. Most of the State game and fish departments feel that duck 
stamp funds are not now being utilized for the purposes which are provided 
in the duck stamp law, namely, the acquisition and development of Federal 
migratory waterfowl refuges. In recent years, there has been a decided tend 
ency to utilize the duck stamp funds for the normal and routine operating 
expenses of the Fish and Wildlife Service. As a consequence, the acquisition 
of lands to maintain the migrations of waterfow] in the United States and the 
necessary breeding grounds to maintain the supply has dwindled to nothing 
The Fish and Wildlife Service admits that there is a great need for additional 
acquisitions and yet the funds are not provided to acquire the necessary wet 
lands. You will recall that several years ago the sportsmen of the United 
States went along with the request of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service that the duck stamp be raised from $1 to $2, with the understanding 
that that money be expended to maintain the waterfowl populations through- 
out the United States. Since this has not been done, the game and fish depart- 
ments and the sportsmen feel the need for the type of legislation mentioned 
above and would heartily endorse the enactment of provisions which would 
earmark 40 percent of these funds for the acquisition and development «f new 
waterfowl refuges. 
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t would like to thank you and the members of your committee for this oppor- 
tunity to comment on this legislation. 
Very truly yours, 
THOMAS L. KIMBALL, Director. 


STATE OF MARYLAND, 
GAME AND INLAND FISH COMMISSION, 
Baltimore, Md., May 6, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committce on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: I have been advised today by Mr. Thomas L. Kim- 
ball, chairman of the legislative committee of the International Association of 
Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners, that your committee has agreed 
to extend hearings for another week to receive letters from State game and fish 
departments concerning their position on H. R. 162, H. R. 598, H. R. 3895, H. R 
3257 and H. R. 4297, bills to provide that the United States shall aid these States 
in wildlife restoration projects and for other purposes. 

Please be advised the State of Maryland concurs in every respect with the 
recommendation submitted to you by Mr. John A. Biggs, chairman, executive 
committee, International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Com- 
missioners, under date of April 6, 1955. We are strongly in favor of the Price- 
Young type of bills as contained in H. R. 162, H. R. 598, and H. R. 3895, and 
opposed to the Metcalf type of legislation which would require State matching 
funds, 

Appreciating favorable consideration by your committee, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
ERNEST A. VAUGHN, Director. 





INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
oF GAME, FISH AND CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS, 
Scattle, Wash., April 6, 1955 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MaGnuson: At the recent North American Wildlife Conference 
held at Montreal, Quebec, the majority of the member States of the International 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners were present and 
in their capacities as directors and commissioners attended the executive com- 
mittee of that group. 

The primary subject of discussion at that meeting was the presently unallocated 
Pittman-Robertson surplus, which approximates $1314 million. As you know, 
Pittman-Robertson funds, which are derived from a tax on sporting arms and 
ammunition, are returned to the States in proportion to their area and num- 
ber of hunting licenses they sell and are utilized for wildlife rehabilitation pur- 
poses. The resulting funds have been a tremendous boon to the Nation’s wild- 
life resources, unquestionably playing a very decisive part in providing hunting 
for the several million people who engage in this recreation throughout the 
United States. 

During the first years of the act Congress appropriated sums back to the 
States which were less than the receipts received from the tax. This was partic- 
ularly true during the war years when activities of this nature had, of necessity, 
to be curtailed. Now Congress appropriates to the States the exact amount of 
tax received each year so that the surplus is not enlarging but is remaining 
static. 

The various State game departments throughout the Nation and the millions 
of sportsmen whom they represent feel that they have a very high moral right 
to the use of this surplus, and they further feel that at this critical period in 
the development of our wildlife management programs that the money could 
be used most profitably. 

You have pending before your committee several bills dealing with the dis- 
bursement of this surplus which fall into two general categories. The first is 
the Metcalf type of bill, which is H. R. 3257 accompanied by H. R. 4298, an exactly 
similar bill. The Senate version of the bill is S. 1172 by Senator James E. Mur- 
ray (Montana). This type of legislation would make an immediate allocation 
of $314 million to the States for the year of 1956 and subsequent years would 
then be predicated on the current receipts basis, which is now utilized. 
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Additionally, the bill contains a provision that the funds could be used for 
management purposes, which would be desirable. It is assumed, howevet that 
the $10 million remaining would revert to the general fund of the Government 
and no longer be considered to be available to the States. Despite this, some 
States have looked favorably upon this type of legislation because of the manage 
ment feature and because it would give them an opportunity of planning their 
work around a known amount of money, which would be the current year's 
receipts. 

The other type of legislation which is being considered is the Price-Young 
type of bills as contained in H. R. 162, H. R. 598, H. R. 3895, and Senator Bible's 
bill, S. 756. This legislation would allocate the entire $134 million to the 
States over a 5-year period, in addition to the Pittman-Robertson apportion 
ments based on current years’ receipts, and would require no matching money 
At the end of 5 years the surplus would be liquidated and the States would 
revert to the regular program. 

This legislation offers, we believe, many advantages and would supplement 
our ordinary Pittman-Robertson program at an extremely needed time for the 
reason that these funds could now be very well and very wisely used, partic- 
ularly in the field of waterfowl and big game management where extensions to 
the regujark programs are critically needed. Over a 5-year period expenditures 
could be orderly and well planned. As an example, the State of Washington 
receives from Pittman-Robertson funds approximately $300,000 annually and 
under this legislation would receive for a period of 5 years approximately 
$70,000 per year additionally, which could be used as a supplement for badly 
needed types of capital development and acquisition. 

Thus, no State is going to suddenly receive a large amount of money which 
it cannot handle. The Bureau of the Budget has taken a position favoring the 
Metcalf type of legislation, which is entirely natural inasmuch as it would mean 
making available to the Government $10 million of the $13% _ million 
surplus. They have also argued that some of the States cannot presently use 
all the funds they are now receiving. This argument is, I believe, somewhat 
fallacious for when States do not use the money, it is returned to the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service for waterfowl development and last year only 
slightly more than $300,000 of the entire Federal appropriation was so returned. 
Of this, approximately one-half came from the State of Texas alone, which is 
facing a land acquisition problem. 

The International Association, as I believe you know, is an association repre- 
senting all of the game departments in the United States as well as those of 
the Canadian provinces and some adjacent foreign countries. It is, therefore, 
without question the speaking voice of those who are most closely concerned 
with the actual management of the Nation’s wildlife resources. 

Twice before the association has taken the position of favoring the Price- 
Young-Dingell-Bible type of legislation. At its executive committee meeting this 
year, because some member States evidenced interest in the Metcalf type of 
legislation, this subject was given a leading place on the agenda and was thor- 
oughly debated and discussed. At the conclusion of the debate a poll was taken 
of the member States present at the executive committee meeting. This poll 
by a vote of 17 to 3 indicated a continued preference on the part of the Inter- 
national Association for the Price-Young-Dingell-Bible type of legislation, and 
as chairman of the executive committee I was asked to advise you as to this 
thinking. 

Favorable consideration of this legislation would, without question, be a 
tremendously useful expenditure of this fund and one which would pay large 
dividends in the form of additional hunting, not only in the near future but for 
many generations to come. Hunting and fishing, as you know, has become the 
major outdoor recreation in the United States. It is participated in by more 
people than is any other type of outdoor recreation. The harvest of the wildlife 
crop has become, by the same token, a major industry in the country and has 
added definite strength to the economy of the Nation as a whole. 

On behalf of the International Association may I urge your favorable con- 
sideration of this legislation and may I further add that the Washington State 
Game Department and the sportsmen of the State of Washington wholeheartedly 
support this type of legislation. , 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN A. Brags, 
Chairman, Executive Committees 
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Senator Durr. Senator Maenuson has asked that the record be 
kept open for a statement to be submitted by Mr. John Biggs, direc 
tor of the Game Department. State of Washington, and chairman of 
the executive board of the International Association of Game, Fish 
and Conservation Commissions. It is a matter of extreme regret that 
my schedule is such that T have conflicts this morning which, as you 
gentlemen know, are inevitable at times, and 1 happen to be caught 
this morning in that complexity. 

There is nothing before the Congress that personally I am more 
interested in than I am in what is to be discussed here, but I will 
read the record, and I have designated Senator Bible, who is not a 
member of this subcommittee, to hold the hearings. In view of ny 
absence, and in the event of his being called, as also I understand 
he may be, as a result of similar conflicts, I designate Mr. Pellegrini 
to conduct the hearines on behalf of the subcommittee. 

I want all of you to know, who are interested in these projects, of 
my intense interest in them. I was the floor leader of the bell last 
year in the Senate, when the $3 million were proposed respecting the 
various wildlife and fisheries conservations proposals. 

You can be assured that I can be depended upon for the utmost I 
can do at any time to carry forward the program in which you 
gentlemen are interested. It is impossible for me to tell you how 
extremely sorry I am that these conflicts arose over which I had no 
control. 

Senator Biste. Thank you very much, Senator Duff, and I know 
we regret that you must go. I certainly understand how those con- 
flicts come about. In view of your explanation I will continue on. 

We are very happy to have you with us today, Congressman Met- 
calf. I know you likewise have a very busy se hedule and we will get 
to you first, and you can give us the benefit of your views. 

We are very pleased to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM 
THE FIRST DISTRICT, STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Mercatr. It is a privilege to attend, Senator. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear here in 
support of S. 1172, by Senator Murray. I have introduced an iden- 
tical bill inthe House. H, R. 3257. 

In 1937 the Pitman-Robertson Act (16 U.S. C. 669-6691) stimu- 
lated ee acquisition and restoration by the States of feeding, mating 
and breeding places for wildlife. The excise tax imposed by section 
3407, title 26, on firearms, shells and cartridges was set aside ‘for Fed- 
eral assistance to the States on a matching basis, 75 percent Federal 
to 25 percent State money under certain conditions as set forth in 
the act. 

A special fund designated the Federal Aid of Wildlife Restoration 
Fund was created. Until 1951, the money realized from the excise 
tax on firearms, cartridges, and shells went into the fund and then 
was appropriated annually. In 1951 the fund accruing in each fiscal 
year was permanently appropriated for use in the following fiscal 


y ear. 
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Prior to the permanent appropriation an unappropriated balance 
had accumulated in the wildlife restoration fund in an amount of 
$13,467,468. 

Of late, there has been well-founded concern among sportsmen and 
wildlife conservation officials regarding the safety of these unap- 
propriated funds, and the general feeling has been that an attempt 
would be made to have the money transferred to the general fund in 
the Treasury. 

This was confirmed in 1954 in a letter from Comptroller Genera! 
Lindsay W. Warren to the House Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries in which Mr. Warren questioned whether there was a real 
need for distribution of the accumulated funds to the States. 

S. 1172 would make this $13,467,468 the fund for use in the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1955, and the income from the excise taxes on 
firearms and ammunition would be available in the second fiscal year 
after it accrued. In this way the States would know the amount of 
money available for them to match a year in advance. 

At present, the tax-receipt records of the ‘Treasury are not com- 
pleted until August and as a result the various States are not noti- 
fied of their share until September—3 months after the beginning of 
the fiscal year in which they are to be used. The adoption of this 
amendment would enable the State legislatures and the State fish and 
game commissions to plan for more etfective use of both State and 
Federal money by knowing well in advance how much Federal aid was 
to be available. 

The enactment of this legislation will stimulate and encourage State 
participation and preserve the matching requirement that has been 
an important feature contributing to the success of this program. 

The anticipated revenue for the next fiscal year is about $10 mil- 
lion, so that the enactment of this legislation will result in an im- 
mediate benefit of more than $3 million. It has been suggested that 
the $13 million backlog be distributed to the States over a period of 
5 years. Sucha proposal would create two funds, would abrogate the 
am uiching provision and actually provide less money the first year than 

S. 1172. 

Much has been accomplished in the States since the passage of the 
original act in 1937. Sportsmen who contribute to this special fund 
have approved of the progress made. Last year, when a blanket cut in 
the excise tax would have reduced the tax imposed on guns and am- 
munition from 11 percent to 10 percent, the sportsmen themselves came 
in and asked that the tax remain at 11 percent. The money has been 
used wisely but much remains to be done. An increased amount avail 
able for the next fiscal year plus a continuation of matching money 
will insure a bigger program under the same accounting proc edure 
and use of funds is now in operation. 

S. 1172 also amends the Pitman-Robertson Act so that the funds 
may be used for wildlife “management exclusive of law enforcement 
and public relations.” 

This provision would broaden the scope of the 1937 act so that the 
funds could be used for management purposes at the discretion of the 
State agency. Its adoption ‘also would streamline the accounting 
procedure that is required at present. 
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Wildlife officials in the State of Montana have found this a very 
desirable change as have directors of other conservation departments 
who have made known their thoughts on this proposed amendment. 
By permitting the States to use these funds in wildlife management 
work, as defined in the amendment, the State wildlife agency will be 
able to increase desired facilities and services at many of the impor- 
tant hunting areas that have been acquired, developed and maintained 
with the use of these Federal-aid funds. 

Some concern has been expressed in that this amendment does not 
limit the portion of these Federal-aid funds that a State might use for 
this purpose. Some have anticipated that there might be a wasting of 
these funds and that a State might use so much of the money for this 
work that other important aspects of the wildlife restoration program 
might be neglected. 

Actually, it would seem that each of the States is in the best position 
to judge how the funds might properly be used to further that State’s 
particular wildlife program. Further, and this should not be over- 
looked, this very same provision is contained in the successful Federal 
Aid Fish Restoration Act of 1950 and if there has been any misuse of 
the funds under this authorization it has not been brought to the atten- 
tion of the Congress. 

Further, it should be pointed out that section 669 (e) of the act re- 
quires approval of projects by the Secretary of Interior and 669 (1) 
authorizes the Secretary to make rules and regulations which would 
govern and contro] the use of money for management. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Breie. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman. 

I am wondering if you could indicate the status of your bill on the 
House side. Have hearings been held ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Mr. Chairman, a subcommittee has been appointed on 
the House side for the hearing of these 3 bills. Congressmen Young 
and Bryson’s bill, which is identical with yours, and my bill, and Con- 
gressman Bryson is now selecting his subcommittee and we hope for 
early hearings on that side. 

Senator Brete: And would you care to comment upon the real rea- 
son behind the introduction of the bill introduced by myself in the 
Senate and by Congressmen Young and Bryson of the House, to enable 
those States which have been unable to come up with the necessary 
matching funds to have the benefit of this $13 million-plus fund that 
has been unused over the year. 

Would you care to comment on that a little further? 

Mr. Mercarr. Well, Mr. Chairman, I feel that there is an area in 
which the legislation which you have introduced, and the legislation 
that Senator Murray is sponsoring here before this committee, can be 
compromised and we can get together and get a bill so that we can get 
these funds in operation. 

I am opposed—and I think I speak for Senator Murray—and he 
would be opposed to the elimination of the matching principle. We 
would be especially opposed to it if this $13 million is to be used for 
distribution to the States and then utilized for their matching money 
e ir Pittman-Robertson money on the regular appropriation in 
the future. 
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I feel that perhaps your 5-year allocation provision could be made 
a part of this legislation. I would favor that you just say that each 
year one-fifth of the money be made available to the State in addition 
to the amount that accrued that fiscal year. If we wanted to distribute 
it to the States on the basis of a 5-year period, and if there was a match- 
ing provision there, [ would be in favor of it. 

I think that I would be very much opposed to elimination of the 
matching proposal. 

Senator Braue. I can understand your position. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Pevieerint. You mentioned there might be an area of compro- 
mise. Do you have an area of compromise to suggest ? 

Mr. Mercatr. Well, I suggested that the 5-year allocation as pro- 
posed by Senator Bible would, I am sure, be satisfactory to me = to 
Senator Murray. We adopted this business of setting ahead and ap- 
propriating the money for the second fiscal year as one means of get- 
ting this money into immedi: ite operation. 

1 believe that the 5-year allocation should not go into a separate 
fund, but should just say, “in addition to the money available for 
the next year, 20 percent shall be available in each of the following 
fiscal years on a matching basis.” I think that there is some discus- 
sion about this management activities. 

Mr. Petiecrintr. In other words, it would be in addition to the 
matching funds? 

Mr. Mercatr. In addition to the matching funds. I would say 
that with regard to section 1 of my bill, or Senator Murray’s bill, 
which provides for management; If there is a year that there might 
be abuse or misuse of those funds for management, you could put 
some controls on it, or you could provide that only 40 percent or 20 
percent—or whatever we found on consultation to be necessary— 
could be used for that purpose. So that I don’t think we are in as 
much disagreement here as the language of our 2 bills indicates. 

Senator Biste. Except on the very vital subject of matching versus 
nonmatching. 

Mr. Metcatr. Yes. 

Senator Brete. And on that apparently there is no suggested com- 
promise by the senator Murray bill or Congressman Metealf’s bill, 
your bill. 

Mr. Mercatr. As I say, I would be very much opposed if this money 
were to be given to the States and used as their 25-percent contribu- 
tion for Pittman-Robertson matching. That, I feel, would be espe- 
cially detrimental to the program. 

Senator Bisie. If it were to go directly to the States and used, 
though, without any reference to future matching use, would you have 
that same objection ? 

Mr. Mercatr. I would object to it, Senator, but if we are going 
to have to have it to save a bill, I would certainly consent rather than 
lose the bill entirely. 

Senator Bratz. Your main objection is to not using the money 
that goes back to the States against matching funds for Federal par- 
ticipation ? 

Mr. Mercatr. That is right. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you. 
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Mr. Petiecrini. Would you be agreeable to reducing the matching 
funds for the States? 

Mr. Mercar. I think 25 percent is a fairly low matching. Our 
highway program is a 50-percent matching, in some instances. We 
are talking about a Federal aid for school construction on a 50-per- 
cent matching basis, so I can’t answer that unequivocally. Maybe 
a reduction to 20 percent would be beneficial to the States. 

Mr. Petiecrini. Do you think that a matching fund principle 
based upon a percentage of the total area of the State sand a percentage 
of the licenseholders in the States might be worked out as a com- 
promise / 

Mr. Mercarr. Isn’t that the way the formula is worked out now ? 
Half on the percentage of licenseholders, in a ratio as to the national 
holders of licenses, and half on the area as it is proportion to the 
area. 

Mr. Petiecrint. Would you be agreeable to an adjustment on that 
formula ? 

Mr. Mercaur. I would prefer both an adjustment in the formula 
and a decrease of the State portion to elimination of the matching 
principle. 

Mr. Petirerrt. There have been some discussions with the Depart- 
ment of Wildlife Conservation with regard to this matter. Are you 
familiar with a proposal or a possible proposal made in connection 
with an adjustment in the matching fund principle / 

Mr. Mercarr. No, I am not. 

Mr. Pevtirerint. I have no further questions. 

Senator Biste. Thank you very much, Mr. Congressman. We cer- 
tainly appreciate your ti aking your time off to come here to present 
your views. 

Mr. Mercatr. Thank you very much for permitting me to come. 

Senator Bistr. The next witness will be Mr. Callison, of the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation. 

Mr. Callison. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR 
AND SECRETARY, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Catuison. Mr. Chairman, I shall try not to take much of the 
committee’s time because you are fairly familiar with the situation. 
I have no prepared statement, but I have a number of documents I 
would like to file. 

Senator Bisie. If you present those documents they will be filed 
and made a part of the record at an appropriate place in the remarks. 

Mr. Catuison. I should first like to file a resolution adopted by the 
National Wildlife Federation at Montreal during our 19th annual con- 
vention, March 11-13, 1955, in which the federation stated that it sup- 
ports the principles of the Price, Young, and Bible bills, the last- 
named being S—756, relating to the disposal and allocation of the Pitt- 
man-Robertson funds surplus. 

Senator Brste. That resolution will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(The resolution is as follows:) 
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RESOLUTION No. 3 


(19th Annual Convention, National Wildlife Federation, Montreal, 
March 11-13, 1955) 


FEDERAL AID TO WILDLIFE TREASURY BALANCI 
Whereas there exists in the Federal Treasury an unappropriated balance of 
$13.467,468.61 in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund, which moneys 
accumulated through failure of the Congress to appropriate the full annual re 
ceipts from the excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition during the years 
1939 through 1946; and 

Whereas this money was collected from, and paid by, the sportsmen of America 
for the understood and authorized purpose of wildlife restoration projects under 
the Pittman-Robertson Act, and for no other purpose; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the National Wildlife Federation in convention assembled at 
Vontreal, March 11-13, That the moral and legal obligation to make these funds 
available to the States for wildlife purposes be pointed out, and that the Con 
gress be urged to enact appropriate legislation without delay: be it further 

Resolwed, That the federation supports the principles of the Price, Young, and 
Bible bills, H. R. 162, H. R. 598, and 8S. 756 relating to the Pittman-Robertson 
surplus. 

Mr. Catuison. The National Wildlife Federation adopted an addi 
tional short resolution at Montreal which I will read: 

Be it resolved, That this Federation is opposed to the broadening of the basis 
of dispersing Pittman-Robertson funds to include, without limitation or restrie 
tion, the use of these funds for the purpose of management, as expressed in 
section 1 of Senator Murray’s bill, S. 1172. 

Senator Briere. That resolution will be reproduced at the appropri 
ate place. 

Mr. Cautuison. We have compiled, Mr. Chairman, a tabulation of 
the appropriations and collections of the Pittman-Robertson funds 
from 1939 to 1946, inclusive, in order to show how the Treasury bal 
ance accumulated. I thought that might be of use to the committee. 

Senator Bisie. That will be introduced and placed in an appro- 
priate place in the record. 

(The information is as follows:) 


How THE PrrrMAN-ROBERTSON TREASURY SURPLUS ACCUMULATED 


(National Wildlife Federation, Washington 12, D. C.) 


The Treasury balance was collected, like other Pittman-Robertson funds, from 
an excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition. It accumulated because during 
the years from 1939 to 1946 Congress failed to appropriate the full amount of 
the annual receipts. In 1947 the law was changed to provide automatic appro- 
priation of each year’s full receipts for allocation during the succeeding fiscal 
year. 

This is how the surplus piled up: 


Fiscal year teceipts Appropriations Balances 
1939..... ‘ $2, 976, 019. 80 $1, 000, 000. 00 $1, 976, 019. 80 
1940 3, 707, 843. 68 1, 500, 000. 00 2 07, R43. 68 
1941. 5, 535, 773. 25 2, 500, 000. 00 3, 035, 773. 25 
1942 5, 072, 587. 60 2, 750, 000. 00 2, 322, 587. 60 
1943 1, 149, 332. 58 1, 250, 000. 00 100, 667. 42 
1944 1, O61, 044. 95 1, 000, 000. 00 61, 044. 95 
1945 3, 132, 402. 04 900, 000. 00 2, 232, 402. 04 
1946 ial 5, 232, 464. 71 1, 000, 000. 00 4, 232, 464.71 
1947 2, 500, 000. 00 2, 500, 000. 00 


Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund ‘ 13, 467, 468. 61 
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The excise tax collections of $9,081,273.51 for fiscal year 1947 were appropriated 
for Federal aid for fiscal year 1948, and each year thereafter the preceding 
year’s collections have automatically been appropriated leaving the surplus in 
the special fund in the Treasury at $13,467,468.61. 

Figured on the basis of current Pittman-Robertson allocations, the $13,467,468.61 
Treasury balance, if appropriated in a lump sum, would be apportioned to the 
States approximately as shown in the table following. These are approximate 
figures only because each year’s allocations are dependent on the number of 
hunting licenses sold—a variable figure in every State: 
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RESOLUTION No. 16 


(19th Annual Convention, National Wildlife Federation, Montreal, March 11-13, 
1955 ) 


ON AMENDING THE PITTMAN-ROBERTSON ACT 


Be it resolved, That this federation be opposed to the broadening of the basis 
of disbursing Pittman-Robertson funds to include without limitation or restric- 
tion the use of these funds for the purpose of “management,” as expressed in 
section 1 of Senator Murray’s bill, 8. 1172. 

Mr. Cauison. On page 2 of that statement, in a separate tabula- 
tion, there is a breakdown of the $13 million plus, showing each State’s 
approximate share of that money, if it were allocated in one lump 
sum, which, of course, isn’t proposed in the legislation before the 
committee. It is proposed by S. 756 that this money be divided over 
a period of 5 years, which is a more reasonable plan for disposal of 
the money. 

It would give the States greater opportunity to plan and execute 
constructive projects, using the funds. 

Senator Bree. This is a breakdown of the $13 million plus to the 
various States ? 

Mr. Caxzison. Yes, on the basis of their present hunting license 
sales, which is a variable figure, so these are approximate figures only. 
In connection with Congressman Metcalf’s remarks about the amount 
of the current Pittman-Robertson collections, which under the course 
of the normal operation of the law would be available for disbursal 
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to the State during the next fiscal year, you may recall that he indi- 
cated that the amount would probably be in the neighborhood of $10 
million. This estimate he felt would show that enactment of Senator 
Murray’s bill would result immediately in an increase in the amount 
allocated among the States of the difference between $10 million and 
$13 million plus, or approximately $3.5 million. 

I should like to place in the record, with your consent, a letter from 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, showing the collections of Federal-aid 
funds from July 1954 to February 1955 and a comparison of that 
amount for the same 8 months of the preceding fiscal year. 

From that you may estimate that the sum that will be available for 
allocation to the States may well exceed $10 million for the next fiscal 
year. At the end of February the total was $9,043,000, with collec 
tions of 4 months yet to go. I would think that it might exceed $11 
million. 

Senator Brste. How does that compare with the preceding year ? 

Mr. Catuison. The preceding year was $8,840,000. 

Senator Bisie. Showing a considerable increase. That letter may 
be introduced and made a part of the record at the appropriate place. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 29, 1955. 
Mr. CHARLES H. CALLison, 
National Wildlife Federation, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CALLIsOoN: The Treasury Department has forwarded to us Federal 
aid excise tax collection information for the month of February 1955. The 
information thus conveyed for Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-Johnson is as 
follows: 


Total, July . Potal, July 
ee 1954, to Feb- February 1953. to Feb- 
ruary 1955 a ruary 1954 
Pittman-Robertson. .. — $1, 223, 000 $9 043, 000 $1, 852, 000 $8. 445, 000 
Dingell-Johnson maa 776, 000 3, 285, 000 818, 000 2. 720, 000 


Sincerely yours, 
JOHN L. FARLFY, 
Director. 


By R. M. RUTHERFORD, 
Chief, Branch of Federal Aid. 


Mr. Cauutson. Now, in brief, Mr. Chairman, our position on the 
two bills that are under consideration having to do with this money 
is that we think that in all good faith to the sportsmen who con- 
tribute the tax funds that result in the accumulation of this money, 
and in good faith to the States whose game restoration program this 
act_ was originally passed for, this $13 million ought to be made ac 
tually available in as short a ‘period as possible, as short a period as 
the States can reasonably use the funds. 

For that reason we do favor S. 756 over Senator Murray’s 8. 1172 
because, except for the difference in the amount of this year’s collec- 
tion, and the $1314 million, the Murray bill would surrender the rest 
of the money, for all practical purposes. 








36 WILDLIFE RESTORATION 


Some $11 million would never become available because it would 
continually be postponed to the next fiscal year. Now, that is a point 
that sportsmen understand. They can’t see that for all practical 
purposes it would be surrendering some $11 million of the money. 

They feel that the money belongs to the State wildlife programs. 
They know that it is needed. They know that by far the greater 
part of the States have project plans ready to put this money to work, 
and should legislation be enacted to require matching funds, I believe 
most of the States could match it without difficulty. 

Hlowever, matching is a real problem in some States, as has been 
stated here, and the National Wildlife Federation is hopeful that some 
compromise legislation can be worked out to solve that problem. 

Senator Breve. In that connection, Mr. Callison, do you have any- 
thing to suggest by way of resolving the two apparent vital differ- 
ences in the Murray bill and the Bible bill of matching versus non- 
matching funds ? 

Mr. Cauutson. IT should like to suggest, Mr. Chairman, that the 
subcommittee study carefully the fiscal advantages that might accrue 
to the States in your part of the country, in the Southwest particu- 
larly, through some liberalization of the spending basis of Pittman- 
Robertson money, as proposed in the Murray bill; that is, by insertion 
of the words “management, exclusive of public relations and law en- 
forcement.” 

It seems to me such an amendment might ease the fiscal problems 
in those particular States, allowing them to devote the expenditure 
of this money to a broader part of their legitimate game management 
program, and therefore ease the drain on their own State funds. 

I should like to recommend also that the committee study the possi- 
bilities of an amendment to the Pittman-Robertson law that would 
adjust the matching formula on the basis of the proportion of the 
hunting licenses sold in the State to the total land area of the State. 
That is the reason that you have the matching problem in Nevada. 
The total area of the State is so large and you have such a big need 
for wildlife restoration projects that you can make good use of all 
available funds. 

Yet, because your population is low, your number of hunting li- 
censes sold is low, and you are pl: aced in a tough spot to match the 
funds from your State sources of revenue. So I think there might 
be some real possibility of adjusting the formula. 

Senator Brete. Of course, you are speaking of an overall formula 
going to the basic act, rather than this particular $13 million fund; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Catuison. Yes, Senator Murray’s bill proposes an amendment to 
the basic act by inserting these words: “Management exclusive of law 
enforcement and public relations.” 

Senator Brstz. Just how do you feel that that eases up this matching 
problem ? 

Mr. Catutson. Well, it would permit the State game departments 
to spend part of their Federal-aid money for certain game management 
activities that they now have to finance exclusively from their own 
State income. That is how I think that it might help those States. 

I can’t see that other States would have any objection to an adjust- 
ment in the formula. It would not mean less money for any other 
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State. When any individual State, through administrative or fina 
cial difficulties, fails to match, the fund does not revert for the use of 
the other States. It reverts to the Migratory Bird Conservation fund. 

That, I believe, completes my statement, unless there are any other 
questions. 

Senator Brave. It is my understanding, Mr. Callison, thal the Fish 
and Wild Life people have been working Oha p papanee* the hature 
of a substitute to section 6, and I am wondering whether or not you 
have had the benefit of seeing this substitute and have any comments 
to make upon it. 

Mr. Caututson. When I called on Mr. Bourbon in the subcommittee 
office briefly yesterday, he showed me the draft. It is the first time I 
had seen it, I looked at it brie fly and did not have an opportunity to 
study it very carefully. But that was the reason for my remarks. 

Senator Brsie. I think for the benefit of the record it might be well 
to have this proposed substitute which, I understand, was suggested by 
the Fish and Wild Life Service, and pre pared at the request of the sub 
committee, placed in the record at this point in the testimony. You 
say you have not studied it, Mr. Callison ? 

Mr. Catxison. No, I saw it but I have not studied it very carefully. 
T couldn’t answer questions in detail regarding it. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you very much, Mr. Callison. I appreciat 
your presentation. The next witness is Mr. Shoemaker, of the Inte 
national Association of Game and Fish Commissioners. 

Mr. Cantuison. Mr. Shoemaker is ill, an extreme bad cold. I talked 
to him last night, and he said he might be able to get here. But he 
isn’t in the room. He may be here later. 

Senator Bree. If he does get here later, we will hear testimony out 
of order and in the event he isn’t able to get here today, the record wil] 
be kept open for any statement he may care to make. 

We have next, Mr. Gutermuth. 

Votce. Mr. Gutermuth is not here; he will be here shortly. 

Senator Bratz. We have next Mr. Swift, of the Fish and Wild Life 
Se rvice. 

Mr. Farley, this is your report upon the legislation. This report of 
the Department will be placed in the record, just preceding your 
remarks. 

Mr. Farley. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. FARLEY, DIRECTOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE 


Mr. Fartey. Mr. Chairman, the report of the Department includes 
the position taken by the Department on this group of bills and if 
the chairman wishes I would be glad to read that. 

Senator Bratz. The statement is fairly short. I would be very 
lappy tc have you read it, Mr. Farley. 

Mr. Farry (reading) : 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON. Your committee has requested a report on §. 
756, a bill to provide that the United States shall aid the States in wild 
life restoration projects and for other purposes and S. 1172, a bill to 
amend the Wildlife Restoration Act by providing that the amounts of money 
currently in the Federal aid to wildlife restoration funds shall be avail- 
able for use during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, defining wildlife 
restoration projects and for other purposes. We recommend the enactment 
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of this proposed legislation in the form of S. 1172 for reasons hereinafter stated 
in this report. There have been accumulated but not expended the sum of 
$15,467,468.61 in the Federal-aid to wildlife restoration funds. This fund was 
established by the Wildlife Restoration Act of September 2, 1937, as amended. 
This unexpended amount has been accumulated in the fund because of the fact 
that although the act authorized annual appropriations equal to revenues ob- 
tained from the excise tax on firearms, shells, and cartridges, the annual appro 
priations by the Congress during fiscal years 1939-47, inclusive, were less than 
the excise-tax revenues that were placed in the fund. The bills to which this 
report relates in addition to other features as hereinafter stated, provide for 
the disposition of this unappropriated fund. 

In considering these measures, a brief discussion of the Wildlife Restoration 
Act of 19837 may be helpful. This act inaugurated the program of Federal-aid 
to wildlife restoration that included as its primary objective the acquisition and 
restoration by the States of areas adaptable as feeding, resting, and breeding 
places for wildlife. It provided also for research into the problems of wildlife 
management. That program has been highly successful and the Federal por 
tion of that program has been financed through the appropriation each year 
of revenues accruing from the excise tax imposed on firearms, shells, and car 






tridges. <All indications of these appropriated funds are made pursuant to 
the act to the several States on the basis of a prescribed formula which takes 
into account the area of the state and the number of paid hunting license hold 
ers in the States. To further insure the equitable distribution of funds no 
State may be apportioned more than 5 percent nor less than one-half of 1 


percent of the total apportioned to all of them. Wildlife restoration projects 
proposed by the States and falling within the authorizations contained in the 
act, however, must be financed, in part, by State funds. The States are re- 
quired to bear 25 percent of the cost of such projects. The balance of the cosi 
may be reimbursed to the States out of the Federal fund. S. 1172, which we 
recommend to be enacted would provide suitable disposition of the accumulated 
moneys in the wildlife restoration fund consistently with the Federal pro 
cedures and formula relating to the distribution of funds established by the 
1937 act. 

In addition it would establish a more workable budgetary procedure than is now 
permitted under the terms of the act as far as the appropriation of State funds 
is concerned. Due to the fact that the amount of the revenues available for 
distribution to the States under the 1957 act is not known until several months 
after the end of each Federal fiscal year, the States now have a very inadequate 
period of time in which to obtain the appropriations of the matching 25 percent 
of State funds as prescribed by the act. 8S. 1172 would correct this system, as 
stated in section 2 thereof, by providing that the amount accruing to such fund 
during each fiscal year shall be available for use by the States under the pro- 
visions of the 1937 act during the second fiscal year following the fiscal year in 
which the amount accrued to the fund. This will permit the efficient use of the 
wildlife restoration fund by giving the States sufficient time to perform neces- 
sary advance planning of restoration projects and to obtain the appropriations of 
the necessary State funds, thereby permitting, utilization of the full benefits of 
the Wildlife Restoration Act. It will correct an administrative and budgeting 
problem that has existed ever since the enactment of the Wildlife Restoration Act 
of 1937. 

The unexpended balance now in the fund approximately equals the amount 
which has been available and appropriated each year during the past few years. 
Therefore, S. 1172 appropriately provides that the accumulated balance of the 
fund shall be made available for the use of the States in accordance with the 
annortionment formula set forth in the act for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1955. Such funds would be apportioned in lieu of any other amounts otherwise 
apportioned to the States, pursuant to the act. An additional but important fea- 
ture of S. 1172 is the provision contained in section 1 thereof that would amend 
the Wildlife Restoration Act of 1937 so that program funds may be expended on 
activities involving management, exclusive of law enforcement and public rela- 
tions. Such an amendment is urgently needed because the companion restoration 
program, in the fish field, made possible by the Federal Aid and fisheries Restora- 
tion Act of August 9, 1950, authorizes the use of funds for management pur- 
poses. With these programs being administered jointly and some of the resultant 
projects combining both fish and wildlife activities, complications are experi- 
enced in the administration of the program. 
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S. 756 is contrary to the basic partnership formula governing Federal and 
State expenditures pursuant to the wildlife restoration Act of 1957 and we feel, 
therefore, that it should not receive favorable consideration. This bill would 
make available to the several States in the form of outright grants over a 5-year 


period the sum that has been accumulated in the fund. The enactment of such 
proposal would affect adversely the normal operations under the 1937 act by over- 
lapping and duplicating such operations. We are apprehensive, therefore, that 
the enactment of such legislation would lead to confusion, Federal administra- 
tive problems relating to the funds would be further complicated and multiplied. 
As a matter of fact, the States probably could effectively use all of the funds from 
both sources. Others probably could not do so, and there would be some disrup 
tion in the established State-sponsored wildlife restoration programs. The Bu 
reau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submission of 
this report to your committee. 

Signed by the secretary. 

Senator Binte. Thank you very much. Did you care to add to that, 
sir" 

Mr. Farry. That, of course, expresses the considered judgment of 
the Department in which the Fish and Wildlife participated in discus 
slons. | think probably it Fully explains the position taken by the 
Service on that. We have inasmuch as it is under consideration, a copy 
of a report sent to the House committee on the duck stamp funds. 

Senator Brete. We would be very happy to have your bills on that, 
because that bill is S. 757 and is under consideration by the subcom 
mittee. 

Mr. Fartey. I should explain, Mr. Chairman, that time did not per 
mit the completion of a report to this committee on that, but inasmuch 
as the bills are identical, if the chairman wishes I would be glad to read 
this. 

Senator Braie. Well, you have your report prepared on that in writ- 
ten form. 

Mr. Farry. It will be in the same form as addressed to the House 
bill, but we do not have it addressed to this Senate committee. 

Senator Binie. Well, that will be done in the next few days. 

Mr. Fariry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bratz. The record will be kept open of course for receiv 
ing the Department’s position on S. 757. You might tell us just briefly 
what that position is. 

Mr. artery. In general, it would be one of trying to avoid the freez 
ing of any fixed amounts of funds for the specific purpose of land pur 


chase, the LO percent proposed being a larger amount than we are at 


present able to spend and administer and in keeping with the Bureau 
of the Budget’s position Ol) those thines. the freezing of fixe | hmounts 
makes an inelastic proyram that sometimes leads to complications and 


over past years since this Duck Stamp Act became effective, there have 
been times when the Service would have been without any means 
maintain and develop refuges if the duck stamp moneys had not been 
used beyond the limitation that this would improse. 

Senator Brere. Do you suggest any alternative percentage in your 
comments on S. 757 ¢ 

Mr. FARLEY. It is the general feeling of the Department of course. 
I should emphasize there is no question in the minds of anybody in 
our Service of the Department’s need for additional moneys for the 
purchase of wildlife refuges. We are way behind in the program. 

Senator Birnie. My understanding is that the percentage used for 
that purpose has dwindled each year, is that a correct statement ? 


() 
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Mr. Fariry. That is generally correct, due to a number of things, 
including the difficulty of getting some of our projects approved by the 
Commission for purchase. 

Senator Bistz. Approximately what percentage is used for the ac- 
quisition of land and water areas. 

Mr. Far LEY. I haven’t those ore in mind. It would be in the 
order of 25 percent for the current year, I believe, but I would be glad 
to Repaid that exactly as we have it. I understand it is 16 percent this 
year. 

Senator Bisie. For the last fiscal year up to July 1. 

Mr. Sayer. Yes. 

Senator Breve. And for this present fiscal year is it anticipated 
that it would be that small a percentage again ? 

Mr. Sanyer. I think it would be smaller because we have had dif- 
fic ult in getting approval from the Migratory Bird Commission. 

nator Binns. It would be in the same order. 

Mr. Karty. Yes. 

Senator Bisitr. Somewhere in the neighborhood of 16 percent of 
the money was used for land and water acquisitions over the period 
of the last 2 years. 

Mr. Fartey. That would be approximately correct. 

Mr. Bieter. Directing now your attention to 756. You heard the 
discussion by Congressman Metcalf and the difference in the view- 
points of Senator Murray’s bill and my bill. I am wondering if there 
is any area of reconciling those differences on your opinion? 

Mr. Farrry. Well, I would assume that there could be, sir. I, of 
course, am not able to predict in advance the action the Department 
would take on it, but any adjustment of any of these bills to make them 
more nearly fall into the established pattern would make them that 
much more acceptable. 

Senator Biste. You feel that there is an area of possible compro- 
mise in working out the difference in the vital questions of matching 
versus nonmatching. 

Mr. Fartry. Yes. 

Senator Brair. Because the two bills are diametrically opposed on 
that point. 

Mr. Fartey. And we are completely in agreement, I am sure, that 
these funds should get into the position of being used for the conserva- 
tion purposes for which they were intended and not perhaps left where 
they could be lost for such purposes. 

Senator Bratz. Now, direction your attention to the amendment 
to section 1, I believe, in Senator Murray’s bill, or section 2 in Sena- 
tor Murray’s bill, which permits the expe nditure on activities involv- 
ing management exclusive of law enforcement and public relations. 
It was suggested, I believe, by Mr. Callison, that in that particular 
amendment and in the use of moneys for management some relief 
might come to States that are unable completely “to match the Fed- 
eral funds. Would you care to comment on that ? 

How would that be brought about spec = ally. 

Mr. Fartry. With the thought, sir, of reducing the percentages? 

Senator Bisie. Yes. 

Mr. Fariey. Of course, that has not been discussed as such in the 
Department, and I would be unable to predict that. I recollect that 
there are some difficulties with the States in meeting these matching 
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funds and although it would complicate accounting procedures, I am 
sure that we would be glad to consider that as an adjustment. I can’t 
promise it, though, sir. 

Senator Birnie. Do you have any further comment ? 

Mr. Fartey. We have Mr. Swift and Mr. Day and Mr. Salyer and 
Mir. Rutherford, who are intimately acquainted with all of the operat- 
ing details of this so if the members of the committee have any ques- 
tions to ask as to the details, we are at your service. 

Senator Bisie. I might ask the members en bane if the ‘y have any 
additional comments to make to Mr. Farley’ S departme ht é [ nless 
anything occurs to any members of the st: iff, I believe that is all we 
need. I assume the members of your staff would bear out what you 
said, Mr. Farley. 

Mr. Fartry. Yes, sir, 1am quite sure they will. 

Senator Binur. I assume they have the same feeling on the match 
ing problem. 

Mr. Fartey. That is correct, and all of these things are a result of 
staff discussions and it is not one man’s opinion. 

Senator Binie. 1 realize that and I wonder if they might have some 
comment on this management phase as suggested in the Murray bill. 
What does that specifically do ? 

Mr. Fartey. Well, we feel that is one of the more important ad 
vances that would be made in modifying this legigslation, to give free- 
dom in handling those areas, not only the areas themselves in the Pitt 
man-Robertson funds, but particularly where we are finding that areas 
are combined W ith the Dingle-Johnson funds, and the Pittman Robert - 
son fund. 

We find it very difficult because we find in one area you can do some- 
thing and in another area you cannot. That would help very greatly 
in making these funds available to the States. 

Senator Binie. How would that be of assistance to States that would 
be unable to match the Federal funds. Is that of any assistance to 
them ? 

Mr. Farry. I wouldn’t see any direct consequence of that. Mr. 
Rutherford would you care to comment on that ¢ 

Mr. Rutherford is Chief of the Management Division. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. RUTHERFORD, MANAGEMENT 
DIVISION, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Mr. Ruruerrorp. I am Robert M. Rutherford, Chief, Federal Aid 
Branch, Fish and W ik llife. 

I am stationed here in Washington. 

On this management aspect, that has presented consideerable dif- 
fieulty down through the years and it has become a little more acute 
since the Dingle-Johnson Act was enacted in 1950 and given to the 
service for administration. 

The Dingle-Johnson Act authorizes management activities and of 
course the Pittman-Robertson Act does not. 

Now, it so happens that quite frequently the States submit combina- 
tion projects with both fish and wildlife money involved. For in- 
stance, in some projects the shoalwater would be suitable for migra- 
tory birds and the deep water for fish, so the States appropriate the 
benefits in accordance to what they think they would be. 
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And we have both kinds of money in the same project. 

Now, inasmuch as the Dingle-Johnson Act authorizes management 
activities, the States can build parking lots for fishermen, they can 
build shelters for them, sanitary facilities, and even where necessary 

boatdock so that anglers can get their boats into the water with 
safety, but on the Pittman-Robertson side for the hunters you can’t 
do those things, because management is not authorized under the law. 

Consequent]y—— 

Senator Bisie. That is a management feature of the expenditure ? 

Mr. Rurnerrorv. We have always construed that harvesting the 
crop was not restoration and the Pittman-Robertson Act confines res- 
toration to the operation. So if the State wants to build parking lots 
for the hunters or ducks blinds or areas where they can put ‘duck 
blinds; if they want to build sanitary facilities for the hunters or a 
building where they can check hunters in and out of a managed area, 
they can’t use Pittman-Robertson moneys for that purpose because 
that is harvesting the crop, it is not restoration. 

Senator Brste. How do you arrive at that particular conclusion. 

Is that written into the act my way of definition ? 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. It is the way the law reads and the way it has been 
defined by our legal authorities, and another thing on the Pittman- 
Robertson Act, the States do considerable wildlife inventory ing which 
might be considered a management function. For instance, they count 
antelope or count elk to determine what the take should be during an 
open hunting season. 

Senator Bistr. Well, they do that, for example, in my State, sev- 
eral times a year as you well know. You do not participate in that? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. We are doing it but it is a borderline operation. 
Because, to us, really—they call it research. But that is no more 
research than in a chain store when you count the cans of beans is 
research. 

It is just a normal and annual inventory operation. There is an- 
other aspect, too, in some of the Western States where they handle 
controlled hunts and take game and animals out, deer or elk out ac- 
cording to a predetermined number in a watershed and they will set 
up checking stations and as the hunters go down the road, with the 
elk on their automobiles, they count those elk. It is the tally counter 
job. Well, it is pretty hard to construe that as research into a prob- 
lem of wildlife management. 

Senator Brsie. And if you're counting deer or elk in such a project 
as you describe, the Fish and Wildlife Service does not participate ; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Well, we have participated but it is definitely a 
borderline operation. 

Now, in addition to that, the States out West will go out and ride the 
ranges with members of the State sportsmen’s organizations, and with 
the forest service to decide how many animals will come off a range 
and that is part of Pittman-Robertson research that probably ought 
to be in the management field. 

Sometimes with antelope, for example, they have controlled hunts 
where it first is necessary to get out the permits and then to make the 
drawings and to get out and manage those controlled hunts and Pitt- 
man-Robertson men are used to some extent on that. 
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The result is that very frequently on these operations we run across 
situations where the thing is most definitely borderline. 

Some even get beyond that, and we have to disallow the States when 
we audit their accounts in the State capital. 

We feel that this management feature ought to be in the law so that 
a better turnkey job can be done by these Federal-aid employees on the 
staffs of the State fish and game departments, and those are the only 
fellows on the staffs that can do it. 

Senator Brete. Well, then, in effect, what you do by the addition of 
this management amendment is to broaden the field within which the 
Fish and Wildlife Service can participate. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. That is right, and we will be doing what is al 
ready authorized under the Dingle-Johnson Act. Insofar as any 
criticism or fear that the authorization of management would be 
abused, that can be readily corrected by regulations and by spelling out 
what can and what can’t be done and we have had no trouble in that 
regard under the Dingle-Johnson Act. 

Senator Bisie. Actually, you would partic pate by way of funds 
only or would you participate by way of active management ? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. Well, we would participate by fund by authoriz 
ing the use of funds on these activities that would be classed as manage- 
ment. 

For instance, as I said earlier, if the State wanted to construct a 
parking lot for hunters, sanitary facilities for hunters on a Pittman- 
Robertson acquired and deve loped waterfowl area, such as you have 
at Stillwater in Nevada, then they would get 75 percent of the cost of 
those developments. They can’t now. 

Senator Biste. Yes, I] understand. I think the record is fairly clear 
on that. 

Mr. Petiecrint. And to that extent, the fiscal position of the States 
would be improved under the Murray act. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. It would be improved inasmuch as they would 
get 75 percent of the cost of that financing which now they are re- 
quired to pay a hundred percent themselves, so they would be saving 
money. It would be highly beneficial and I know particularly in the 
Western States, and I have talked with those fellows out there, they 
are keenly interested in getting this amendment in, not only so the two 
acts will be alike in that regard, but so that they can do a turnkey 
job on these wildlife restoration areas. 

Mr. Peviecrint. In other words, ir respec tive of which program, the 
Congress may adopt as to the allocation of this $13 million, your De- 
partment would still like to have the amendment, this management 
amendment to the basic Pittman-Robertson Act. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. We think it would be highly desirable. 

Mr. Getsstncer. Under the Murray bill, the provisions on this man- 
agement extension to it, would that bring the Pittman-Robertson and 
Dingle-Johnson Acts sufficiently in line that you wouldn’t have any 
difficulty administratively on what constituted an approved project 
as between the two funds? 

Mr. Roruerrorp. Well, we have no difficulty now in that regard. 
As I said earlier, there is some little difficulty because it is a bit incon- 
gruous to authorize some of these management functions on Dingle- 
Johnson, but not under Pittman-Rober tson. 
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Actually, of course, we are having no trouble with the States in 
administering the law. They understand that they can’t do these 
things under the Pittman-Robertson program. 

Mr. Getssrncer. What I was getting at is would this language suf- 
ficiently clarify that ? 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. We think so. 

Mr. Getsstncer. To make them work, as I know you work admin- 
istratively, as though they were a single act, and this would eliminate 
entirely this having to distinguish between Pittman-Robertson func- 
tions as against. Dingle-Johnson functions in the management field. 

Mr. Rutierrorp. It would make them alike, ves. 

Mr. Getsstncer. At the present time. as IT understand it. the States: 
If they want management functions performed, have to raise that from 
their own funds, in the case of wildlife but not in the case of fishing. 

Mr. Rurnerrorp. That is right. | 

They have to finance it a hundred percent under Pittman-Robertson. 

Mr. Gersstncer. So this would make a better bill administratively 
this way. 

Mr. Rurwerrorp. Yes, it would achieve greater equality. 

Senator Breve. Thank you very much, Mr. Rutherford. We appre- 
ciate your testimony. 

Mr. Fartry. Mr. Chairman, a question was asked as to whether there 
was any participation in these activities out of other Federal funds. 
Not directly on the Dingle-Johnson projects but we have a number of 
cases where duck stamp moneys and the other monevs for refuge proj- 
ects are built up alongside the moneys that are available under the 
Pittman-Robertson funds so there is a coordinated expenditure of 
Federal funds aside from the Pittman-Robertson funds with the States 
on some of these projects. 

Senator Bratz. You use other funds for that purpose ? 

Mr. Fartry. Yes. sir. 

Senator Bratz. Thank you, Mr. Farley. We have Mr. Dav, Mr. 
Salyer, and Mr. Gardner of the Fish and Wildlife Service. I don’t 
know whether anv of them would care to amplify or develop further 
the testimony of Mr. Farley or Mr. Rutherford. Tf not, then T am 
going to ask Mr. Gutermuth, who has since come in, if he would like to 
give us his testimony. And before we do that, Senator Murray was 
unable to be here this morning and he has sent a statement in support 
of his bill S. 1172, and T will ask that it be included and made a part 
of the record. Also statements from Senator Hennings and a letter 
from Senator Chavez offering comments. 

(The statements are as follows:) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
May 4, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreiqn Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR WARREN: As sponsor of S. 1172, which your Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Subcommittee is considering today, I would like to tell you why I 
believe it offers the best method of utilizing funds which have accumulated in 
the Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund. 

(1) Participating States could systematically plan their wildlife expenditures 
under the provisions of S. 1172. At present, States do not know how much 
money they are going to get under this program until September of the fiscal 
year for which the funds have been allocated. Obviously, this timing makes pro- 
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graming by the States extremely difficult. Sometimes it is impossible for a 
State to obtain matching funds by its own processes. 

Under the provisions of my bill the approximately $13.5 million backlog now 
in the fund would be used to finance operation of the Federal-aid program dur- 
ing the fiscal year 1955-56. The excise tax receipts which would normally be 
appropirated for fiscal 1955-1956 would be available for use during the follow 
ing fiscal year. In other words, 1954-1955 collections would be used during 
1956-1957. This system would enable States to program wildlife expenditures 
realistically, rather than haphazardly. 

(2) The above provision corresponds with a suggestion made by the Secretary 
of the Interior last year. The Comptroller General has no objection to this provi 
sion. It has the backing of the Bureau of the Budget. Furthermore, the 
assistant director of the Bureau of the Budget has stated that the 
has no objection to the passage of 8. 1172, but cannot recommend 
of 8S. 756. 

(3) S. 1172 proposes to broaden the definition of “wildlife-restoration projects” 
to include “management exclusive of law enforcement and public relations 
This change is necessary to facilitate construction of needed services and facili- 
ties in connection with the wildlife refuges. 

I will deeply appreciate your committee’s careful consideration of these views. 

Sincerely yours, 


Bureau 
enactment 


JAMES E. MURRAY. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, JR., ON S. 756 anpD S. 1172, 


BILLs 
RELATING TO THE TREASURY BALANCE OF FEDERAL-AID WILDLIFE FUNDS 


Mr. Chairman, records of the Departments of Interior and Treasury show 
that a balance of $13,467,468.61 of Federal-aid wildlife funds accumulated in 
the Treasurey due to failure of Congress from 1939 to 1946 to appropriate the 
full receipts under the Pittman-Robertson Act (Public Law 415, 75th Cong.). 
These funds were paid into the Treasury by sportsmen of American through an 
11 percent excise tax on their hunting rifles, shotguns and ammunition. 

Some 285,000 Missourians alone buy hunting licenses every year. They also 
invest normally in sporting guns and ammunition. They own a share of that 
earmarked treasury balance. They know it is there and, naturally, they are 
eager to see it put to work in constructive projects to produce more game and 
to create new hunting opportunities. 

My State, Mr. Chairman, can make good use of this money that rightfully 
belongs to its wildlife program. As long ago as 1936, the voters of Missouri 
adopted a constitutional amendment that created a nonpartisan conservation 
commission. This commission, with devotion to the principles of scientific wild- 
life management, has developed a program that is regarded as a model by con- 
servationists and wildlife experts throughout the Nation. 

A former Member of the Senate, Hon. Frank Briggs, is one of the distin- 
guished members of our State conservation commission. Former Senator Briggs 
is a quail hunter and claims to know about bird dogs. Among other things, he 
publishes an excellent daily newspaper at Macon, Mo. With those qualifica- 
tions, Mr. Chairman, and with his experience as a Member of the Senate of 
the United States, he could not fail to serve with distinction on the conservation 
commission. 

The Missouri Conservation Commission is ready to put its share of the unal- 
located Pittman-Robertson balance to good purpose. It has developed a number 
of combination wildlife-management and public-use projects in different parts 
of the State. These projects combine wildlife refuges and public sports and 
recreation facilities. In some places, public fishing streams also are created. 
Such areas have been located reasonably adjacent to metropolitan centers. 
They serve the dual purpose of providing recreational opportunities for thou- 
sands of city sportsmen and of relieving the pressure on private farmlands, 
Many more such areas are needed. 

Our conservation commission also has developed an outstanding statewide, 
cover-restoration program, using multiflora rose, iespedeza and other plants that 
are useful to farmers while at the same time providing habitat for wild game. 

I am informed the Missouri Conservation Commission has new project plans 
ready. It can put to constructive use every dollar of its share of- the Pittman- 
Robertson backlog, plus the regular allocations of current receipts under the 
law. The Missouri share of the backlog would be roughly $300,000. 
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In considering the bills before you, Mr. Chairman, I urge this subcommittee 
to keep in mind that this fund accumulated under a special law that was passed 
for a special purpose. The avowed purpose was to help the several States in 
constructive wildlife restoration projects. The money came willingly, I might 
say even enthusiasticlly, from the pockets of sportsmen, 

I urge you not to be misled by the devices of the would-be budget-balancers 
who by indirection would divert this money for purposes of adding falsely to 
claims of an “economy record.” I hope you will report out a bill that will make 
the funds available, according to the time-tested Pittman-Robertson formula, to 
the several States. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, JR., IN SUPPORT OF S. 757, ON 
EARMARKING DuUCK-STAMP REVENUES 


Mr. Chairman, I also recommend favorable action on 8. 757, the bill to earmark 
40 percent of duck-stamp revenues for acquisition of waterfowl marshes. I un- 
derstand that when the original Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act was passed 
by Congress in 1934, it was generally understood that the purpose was to create 
a fund from which marshlands could be acquired for a national system of wild- 
life refuges. When the act was amended in 1949 to increase the duck-stamp fee 
from $1 to $2 it was made clear the increase was needed because of the increasing 
costs of land acquisition. Accordingly, the increase received enthusiastic sup- 
port from conservationists and sportsmen alike. 

Now, they learn, Mr. Chairman, that of some $44 million collected in duck-stamp 
fees since 1935, less than 17 percent has been spent in land acquisition, includ- 
ing expenditures for surveys, appraisals, clearance of titles, etc., leading to ac- 
quisition. These funds have been increasingly diverted to other operations of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. Meanwhile the available areas of marshlands, 
without which our waterfowl populations cannot survive, have been disappear- 
ing as a result of drainage and other factors. 

Mr. Chairman, the duck-stamp tax was levied for a special purpose. Enact- 
ment of S. 757 would prevent the fiscal experts of the Budget Bureau, who 
wouldn’t know a duck marsh if they saw one, from obstructing and undermining 
the waterfowl conservation program. It would make certain that a substantial 
share of the duck-stamp funds is used for their intended purpose. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
May 8, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeraR Macare: The New Mexico Game Protective Association has advised me 
through its executive secretary, Roger Neill, as follows: “Association endorses 
Bible bills S. 756 and S. 757. We oppose provisions of Murray bill S. 1172. 
Hearings before Senate Subcommittee Merchant Marine and Fisheries scheduled 
May 4and 5. Request your support of our position on these bills.” 

Accordingly, would you make these views a part of the record of the hearings 
beginning on Wednesday on these bills? 

Sincerely, 
DENNIS CHAVEZ. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Gurermurtu. Mr. Chairman, I am going to have to speak ex- 
temporaneously. I didn’t get this statement prepared in time. My 
name is C. R. Gutermuth. I am the vice president of the Wildlife 
Management Institute, a nonprofit national conservation organization, 
devoted to the better management of renewable natural resources in 
the public interest. 
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Incidentally, we take some pride in being able to say that the pro- 
gram of this membership organization has been continuous since 1911. 
The institute and literally millions of sportsme, n throughout the United 
States feel that the large unappropriated balance of $134 million 
in the Federal-aid to wildlife restoration fund should be made avail- 
able to the States without further delay. It is regretted that these 
funds were not put to their intended use many years ago when the 
States were even more desparately in need of assistance. We are 
grateful to the Congress, however, for making the total receipts of 
this earmarked excise tax available in recent years, and that a larger 
unappropriated or unobligated balance was not permitted to accumu- 
late. It 1s obvious that the directors and the majority of the State fish 
and game departments favor the formula provided it 1 S. 756 which 
calls for the distribution of the unappropriated balance to the States 
in equal installments over a 5-year period. 

We appreciate, however, that divergent views will be presented. 
It is obvious that the Bureau of the Budget, the Department of the 
Interior, and some of the heads of State fish and game departments 
ore opposed to the elimination of the 25 percent matching requirement 
on the part of the States. They feel that the States should be obliged 
to continue to match the Federal funds with State funds as is required 
under the well-established and highly successful plan in the original 
Pittman-Robertson Act. 

If S. 756 receives favorable action, some consideration should be 
given to the seeming inequalities in the disproportionate allocations 
to the Territories and possessions. Under the present act, as amended, 
the States now receiving the smallest amounts of Federal aid get at 
least five times as much 1 money as do Puerto Rico and the Virgin Is- 
lands. Under S. 756, those States would receive only 1.3 times as 
much as Puerto Rico and the Vi irgin Islands. Actually S. 756 makes 
no reductions in the amounts available to these possessions and they 
would receive the full sums presently allotted them under the 1937 
act. Under the proposed formula, the States getting the minimum 
allocations, would receive only 52 percent as much as Alaska; whereas, 
under the existing law they receive 78 percent of the amount that 
Alaska receives, 

Furthermore, there is an error on line 2 of page 9 that should be 
corrected. ‘The word ‘ ‘expended” should be “unexpended.” 

Senator Brete. You are referring to what now, Mr. Gutermuth ? 

Mr. Gurermutu. To the bill, 756, on line 2 of page 9, the word 
“expended” should be, I believe, “unexpended.” 

Senator Bratz. Yes; I w ould think that is correct. 

Mr. GurermutH. Another thing, it would seem that provision 
should be made for the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to 
administer this new act. There is no provision for administrative 
expenses in the bill. 

The States that favor the formula in the Murray bill, S. 1172, 
undoubtedly are interested in the provision which would permit the 
States to use the P.-R. funds for management purposes, exclusive of 
enforcement and public relations. 

Provision was made in the companion Dingle-Johnson Act, and it 
would seem that both of these Federal aid acts should be alike in that 
respect. 
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The States also realize that more than one-fourth of the $1314 mil- 
lion surplus, or in other words, an additional $3 million, would be made 
available to the States this year under the Murray bill formula. 

As near as can be determined, the States now can expect only about 
$10.5 million in Pittman-Robertson funds this year, but under S. 1172 
they would get the full $1314 million this year. 

Under S. 1172, aside from getting the $1314 million actually appro- 
priated to the States, they also would know when they are formulating 
their budgets for the coming year exactly how much their State would 
receive from Federal aid. The instittite is not so much concerned 
about the manner in which the fund is appropriated, but the members 
of this subcommittee and the other Members of Congress are urged 
to distribute this $1314 million now. 

The money obviously can be put to good use in the manner intended 
by the sportsmen who manifested their interest in furthering the per- 
petuation and better management of our wildlife resources when they 
asked that the 11 percent excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition 
be earmarked for this purpose. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bree. Thank you very much, Mr. Gutermuth. What is 
the position of your association or institute as to the management 
amendment in the Murray bill ? 

Do you believe the act should be broadened so as to include and 
permit the expenditure for management, exclusively of law enforce- 
ment ? 

Mr. Gurermutn. Yes, definitely. We feel that approximately the 
same wording as is proposed in the Murray bill presently is contained 
in the Dingle-Johnson Act, which has been in successful operation for 
about 4 years or more and there has been little, if any, complaint, on 
the part of anyone. It would seem that the States are well able to 
determine the best use of this money. 

Senator Brete. It is your opinion that whatever type of bill comes 
out of the committee, it should broaden the purpose to include man- 
agement. 

Mr. Gutermutnu. Yes. 

Mr. Pevurerint. I am referring now to section 2 of S. 1172, the 
Murray bill, and the provision in the Murray bill that permits the 
Pitman-Robertson funds to be available for use by the States under 
the provisions of the act during the second fiscal year following the 
fiscal year in which the amount accrued. I take it that your organiza- 
tion supports that principle also and would like to see it adopted ? 

Mr. GuTermuTH. You mean keeping the money available for 2 
years? 

Mr. Petircrint. Yes. 

Mr. Gutermourn. Definitely. 

Mr. Pevircrrnt. That part of the Murray bill would also be en- 
dorsed by your organization; is that right ? 

Mr. Gutermurn. I think the States should be given, in other words, 
the maximum amount of time to properly and efficiently utilize this 
money. 

Senator Brerr. Just one further question, and that is on S. 575, 
which is the duck stamp bill. Do you have any comment as to the ear- 
marking of a definite percentage for the acquisition of land and water 
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areas? The Fish and Wildlife Service takes the position that there 
should be more flexibility. 

Mr. GurermutH. This is on the other bill 

Senator Bisir. 1 don’t know whether vou have any comment on tl 
or not. 


Mr. Gurermetrnu. Yes; [ started to prepare a very brief statement 
on that. 

Senator Bisie. You might just make a few comments. if you care t 
do so. 

Mr. Gurermutri. If I may, | pee read this. The institute has beet 
a stanch advocate for 1 many years that the bulk of the duel tamp 


revenue be used for land-acquisition purposes, as provided in S. 75% 
There is a drastic need for more wildlife management areas along t 
four major flyways and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
as well as the States, simply nit ist do more to preserve the ray aly 
shrinking wet lands from the ¢ inadian border to the gulf. 

When the sportsmen of this Nation endorsed, supported, and a 
cepted the enactment of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act, they 
indicated their interest in assisting directly and individually in the 
campaign to preserve the invaluable waterfowl] habitat that is threat 
ened by destruction in all parts of North America. Normally the in 
stitute in the past has opposed vigorously any legislative proposals 
that would mandate a Federal agency to do the things that it obviously 
has authority to do under existing law. 

Nevertheless, in view of the recent attitude of the Bureau of the 
Budget in forcing the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to use 
the duck-stamp funds for routine operations and maintenance ex- 
penses, rather than land acquisition, it looks as though the institute will 
have to reverse its policv. We have no alternative other than to request 
vigorous action by the Congress to make certain that which the sports- 
men and the Congress originally intended. The institute believes 
that a Federal administrative agency should have some flexibility in 
the use of its funds and in the discharge of its duties and respon- 
sibilities. 

For that reason we are reluctant to endorse the mandatory provisions 
in 8. 757. We hate to see such an inflexible and inelastic requirement 
placed on the use that must be made of the duck-stamp money. How- 
ever, the recent decisions of the Bureau of the Budget requiring the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service to use the dollars contributed 
by the individual sportsmen for routine operations leaves us with only 
one recourse, to appeal to the Congress. , 

Since 1950, only $768,000 has been appropriated to the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service for maintenance of all of the refuges. Back 
in 1950, the amount was in the neighborhood of $1.700.000. Under the 
present situation the Fish and Wildlife Service is obliged to use about 
$2,800,000 of the duck-stamp funds for refuge maintenance and 
operation. 

Actually, I believe that the record will show that the Congress has 
appr opriated no money for waterfowl management and m: intenance 
since about 1950. There is no question of the need for the preservation 
of the key wet lands along the flyways. Director Farley of the United 
States Fish and W ildlife Service stated before a House subcommittee 
last July that— 
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The Federal Government should acquire and develop 4 million acres of the 
remaining waterfowl management areas and the States collectively shoul 
acquire and develop a minimum of 5 million acres. 

If the waterfowl resource is to be maintained at somewhere near 
the existing levels, we hope that the Congress will in some way make 
it clear that the bulk of the duck-stamp revenue was intended. for 
acquisition and development of wildlife areas that are needed in ful- 
fillment of the treaty testi and for the preservation of America’s 
migratory birds and the tr: aditional sport of w ildfowling. 

Whether or not this bill, S. 757, is the answer, I am not sure, but we 
certainly do believe that some action should be taken on the part of 
the Congress at this time to see that the sportsmen’s duck-stamp money 
is used, as I stated before, for the purpose for which it was intended, 
and that is land acquisition and development. 

Senator Bisie. It is my understanding that there have been a num- 
ber of requests made to Congress for these additional funds, I gather, 
from your testimony. Are you advised as to the outcome of those 
requests, what would happen to them? Maybe Director Farley knows 
the answer as well as yourself. 

Mr. GurermMuTH. Senator Bible, it might be better under the cir- 
cumstances for me as an outsider and a taxpayer to answer this 
question. 

Senator Bisnis. We would be happy to have you testify, if you know. 

Mr. Gurermutru. Under the budgeting formula of the Federal 
Government, it is my understanding that a Federal agency is given 
a ceiling under which it can request funds. The Bureau of the Budget 
determines what percentage of the amount that is going to be re- 
quested by the President each year can be allocated for these specific 
purposes. In working up the budget for the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, it is quite obvious that the Bureau of the Budget, 
instead of permitting requests to be inserted in the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s budget request for these items, has said that 
you should use the duck-stamp money for this purpose, and that pur- 
pose, and the other, and consequently I doubt whether the requests 
have actally gotten into the hands of the Congress for consideration. 

Senator Brste. In other words, requests have not come up to the 
Congress and if there is any dereliction or failure on that score, it is 
because of the budgetary or administrative policy ; would that be true? 

Mr. GurermourH. That is right. It all ends up at the same place, 
though, Senator Bible. The fact remains that when we end up, the 
Fish and Wildlife Service does not get the necessary funds for its 
maintenance and routine operations, and the only recourse is to use 
this duck-stamp money, which was intended for an entirely different 
purpose. 

Senator Breve. I understand your position. Do you have anything 
further to add? We very muc +h appreciate your testimony and your 
coming here this morning. 

Are there : any other witnesses in the room who care to make any 
other comments ? : 

Mr. Catuison. Senator Bible, I should like to put some material in 
the record on S. 757. I omitted my material on that bill because I 
thought you were coming back. 





WILDLIFE RESTORATION ay 


Senator Brste. No; we were taking all three bills at the same time 
in the interests of saving time, but we are very happy to have you 
present your views on 8. 757. 

Mr. CALLISON. Again, I will be very brief, but I have a number ot 
documents that I think will be helpful to the subcommittee in con 
sidering S, 757. 

First, the National Wildlife Federation is on record as strongly in 
favor of the 8. 757 provisions through a resolution adopted recently 
at our Montreal convention. 

Senator Brexe. It will be introduced and made a part of the record 
at the appropriate place. 

(The information is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 2 


(19th Annual Convention, National Wildlife Federation, Montreal, March 11-13, 
1955) 


DUCK STAMP FUNDS FOR ACQUISITION OF WATERFOWL AREAS 


Whereas the United States Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of 
Interior has estimated some 4 million additional acres of lands suitable for 
waterfowl management and refuge purposes is urgently needed to complete the 
Federal refuge system and to assure the perpetuation of continental waterfow! 
resources ; and 

Whereas the acquisition of desirable wetlands for this purpose is lagging 
and the resource is gravely endangered by drainage and by other destructive 
factors ; and 

Whereas the receipts under the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act have 
been used largely for maintenance and operation expenses rather than for land 
acquisition as originally intended: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the National Wildlife Federation in convention at Montreal, 
March 11-13, 1955, That the Members of Congress be urged to enact H. R. 37 
or similar legislation to aeerane at least 40 percent of the duck-stamp receipts 
for acquisition of waterfowl areas; be it further 

Resolved, That the federation ame the advisability of increasing the migra 
tory bird hunting license (duck stamp) fee as the only practical means of 
securing adequate funds to complete the minimum and essential acquisition of 
suitable waterfowl areas. 

Mr. Catuison. Now, Mr. Chairman, it is understood by the duck 
hunters across the country who supported the original enactment of 
the Mistahors Bird Stamp Act in 1934, and again when the act was 
amended in 1949, to increase the fee from $1 to $2 that the purpose 
was to provide funds for the acquisition of waterfowl areas. It was 
also so understood by the Congress, I should like to present for the 
record an excerpt from Senate Report 145 of the 73d Congress, Ist 
session, on S. 1658, the Senate companion bill to H. R. 5632, which 
became the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act. 

This éxcerpt makes it clear that it was the understanding of the 
committee reporting the bill that the primary purpose was acquisition 
of areas for waterfowl. 

Senator Brete. That will be introduced and made a part of the 
record. 

(The information is as follows.) 

[From the National Wildlife Federation, Washington 12, D. C.] 


Excerpt From SENATE Report 145 oF THE 73D CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION, ON S. 1658, 
THE SENATE CoMPANION Biit To H. R. 5632, WHicH BECAME THE MIGRATORY 
Birp Huntine Stamp Act (PusBLic Law 124, 73p Conga.) 


It becomes increasingly necessary to restore the nesting areas throughout 
the country and provide sanctuaries for the waterfowl in their migrations north 
and south across the continent. 
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Measured by the needs of other governmental activities at this time the amount 
is relatively small yet of vast importance to the future of the entire conserva 
tion program with which dovetails the work now going on in reforestation and 
its allied activities 

Lands were never cheaper than now Posterity will applaud the importance 
of immediate purchase of several hundred thousand acres needed throughout 
America for this purpose and on which immediate employment will be necessary 
to complete the restoration 

Mr. Cauuison. Now, I should like to present for insertion in the 
record, with your permission, an excerpt from Senate Report 505, of 
the Slilst Con oress,’ Ist session, on , LOT6, which bill bee ‘ame P ublie 
Law 222 of that Congress, approve dl August 12, 1949, amend ne the 
Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act to increase its duck stamp fee 
from Sl tos. 

Senator Bisie. The excerpt will be received and made a part of 
the record. 

(The information is as follows :) 


[From the National Wildlife Federation, Washington 12, D. C.] 


Excerpr FrRoM SENATE Report 503, oF THE SIst CONGRESS, IsT SESSION, ON S. 
1076, Wuich Bitt BecaMe Pupsriic Law 222 or THAT CONGRESS, APPROVED 
AuGcusr 12, 1949, AMENDING THE MIGRATORY Birp HUNTING Stamp Act To 
INCREASE THE DUCK STAMP FEE FROM $1 To 82. 


The Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that the sale of stamps will aver- 
age about 2 million per year which, at the rate of $2 each, would provide a rey- 
enue base of $4 million. Under this bill, 25 percent of this, or $1 million, would 
be available for the administration of the act, which includes game law enforce- 
ment. * * * 


The other 75 percent of anticipated revenues will be used for the acquisition 
and development of wildlife management areas and inviolate migratory-bird 
sanctuaries. As pointed out by the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
this is one of the essentials of the national effort to preserve, protect, and man- 
age the waterfowl resource. Ducks and geese must have places on which to rear 
their young, to sit and nest, and to find suitable environment, particularly dur- 
ing the winter months. The refuges fill an exceedingly important part of these 
requirements, but they must be expanded during the years to come if we are to 
guarantee the minimum requirements of the birds. Increased revenues from the 
sale of migratory bird hunting stamps will make possible the acquisition and 
development of new refuges along the various flyways that now lack these pro- 
tective opportunities. 

Mr. Catiison. Some excellent documentation of this problem was 
presented by Mr. Carl D. Shoemaker, conservation consultant of the 
National Wildlife Federation, and general counsel of the Internationa] 
Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Commissioners, at a 
meeting of the Western Association of State Game and Fish Commis- 
sioners, held at Las Vegas May 3, 4, and 5, 1954. 

In his paper at Las Vegas, Mr. Shoemaker tabulated the.expendi- 
tures from the duck stamp funds over the years and showed how only 
a small proportion of it has ever been used ‘for the intended purpose of 
land acquisition. I should like to present copies of that for the record. 

Senator Brete. How long is that report? Is it exclusively to the 
disposition of these particular funds? 

Mr. Catuison. Yes, exclusively to this subject, You will use your 
own judgment, of course, as to whether it shall go into the record or 
merely filed for the use of the committee. 

Senator Bretx. It will be received and we will reserve judgment as 
to whether or not it will be made a part of the record. It appears to 
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me a rather lengthy document, 14 single-spaced pages. These will be 
received and made available for the use of the committee. 

Mr. Cauuison. And I should like to present also for the same con 
sideration and perhaps inclusion in the record, if the subcommittee 
sees fit, Mr. Chairman, a statement presented by Director Farley of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service before the House Public Lands Sub 
committee on this subject last July 30. 

Senator Bisie. Is that exclusively on this subject, or does it deal 
with other matters ¢ 

Mr. Catutson. I believe it is exclusively on the subject. 

Senator Binie. The statement of Director Farley will be received 
and will be made available for reference by the subcommittee. 

Mr. Cauitson, A previous witness, Mr. Gutermuth, quoted from 
Mr. Farley’s statement, incidentally. 

Then I should also like to present a somewhat shorter statement by 
Director Farley, presented during a panel on wet land resources, held 
during the recent annual meeting of the National Wildlife Federation 
at Montreal. In this statement Director Farley summarizes the find 
ings of the inventory of the wet lands of the United States, recently 
completed by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Senator Brite. The referred-to statement of Director Farley will 
be received and held for reference by members of the ubeommnniittee. 

Mr. Cauuison. These documents, Mr. Chairman, I present because 
they prove conclusively, in my opinion, the urgent need for acquisi- 
tion of additional wet lands for waterfow] management purposes. 

Senator Biste. Are you and your organization in favor of S. 7574 

Mr. Cattison. Yes, we are strongly in favor of the enactment of S. 
757, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Breuer. Do you believe that a definite fixed percentage for 
water and land acquisition should be made ina bill? 

Mr. Cauison. We believe it would be highly beneficial and won uld 
present no administrative problems, but would result in considerable 
stepping up of the present rate of land acquisition for waterfowl] pur- 
poses. 

Senator Bratz. Do you have any further testimony to give at this 
time, Mr. Callison ¢ 

Mr. Catutson. No further testimony, thank you. 

Senator Biste. Thank you very much for your presence here this 
morning. Do we have any other witnesses / 

Mike, did you want tosay something? Give your name 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HUDOBA, WASHINGTON EDITOR, SPORTS 
AFIELD 


Mr. Hupora. My name is Michael Hudoba, Washington editor of 
Sports A field. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the committee's interest in wildlife 
conservation in studying this question of wildlife conservation pro- 
posals pending. I have only 2 or 3 minutes of comment. 

No. 1 to urge that the 815.468, 167.71 be appropriated for the 
purpose for which the fund accumulated which came from the 1 | per- 
cent Federal excise tax on sporting arms and ammunition. In the 
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event the bill introduced by the chairman is considered, I would like 
to suggest that the reference made in the section which adds the pro- 
Vision for areas in acquisition, and so forth, be considered for a bal- 
anced program. 

My concern is that the interpretation of that particular section could 
make it strictly a waterfowl program and we would like to point out 
that there are probably more shells shot at squirrels and rabbits than 
there are at waterfowl. 

Mr. Pecircrint. Are you talking about 756 or 757 ¢ 

Mr. Hupona. I beg your pardon, it is 756. 

Senator Brave. [think TL understand. 

Mr. Huposa. In the event the alternate bill is considered on the 
Pittman-Robertson appropriation, we feel that it would help to sta- 
bilize the budgetary problems of the States in meeting the annual 
matching fund requirement. 

Senator Brste. Did you have any other comments to make? Would 
you care to comment on 8, 757 as to the freezing of a certain percent- 
age of the money for land and water acquisition / 

Mr. Hupopa. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would speak as an individual, 
and my feeling is that it would be somewhat of a restrictive adminis- 
trative problem to put a ceiling on or to require a definite percentage, 
because there are fluctuations in land values. There are times when 
it would be more expedient to make large purchases of land and other 
times when it would be wiser to use the money for development pur- 
poses. 

But we would urge that the objective of the measure is a very excel- 
lent, objective, in that it wants to put the duck stamp sportsman’s 
dollar as to the purpose for which it was enacted. 

Senator Bisir. Thank you, Mr. Hudoba. Do you have any other 
observations to make? We are very happy to have your views here. 

Mr. Huposa. I appreciate your comment and we want to thank 
the chairman for his interest in wildlife conservation and say that we 
are greatly encourage and are happy to have his expressions. 

Senator Brexe. It is very kind of you, Mr. Hudoba. Any way we 
can be of assistance, we are going to try to do our best. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Hudoba. 

Do we have any other witnesses / 

( No response. ) 

Senator Bisie. If not, I don’t believe Mr. Shoemaker came in. It 
will be understood that his statement will be placed in the record. 
The record will be kept open for a reasonable period of time for any 
other insertions. 

Thank you very much. 

(The letter from Mr. John A. Biggs, chairman Executive Com- 
mittee, International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation 
Commissioners, referred to by Senator Duff as the outset of the hear- 
ing, was received, and ordered to be included in the record of the 
hearing. ) 

(Also ordered included are letters from the Izaak Walton League 
of America, dated May 18, 1955, and from the Alaska Sportsmen’s 
Council, dated May 17, 1955, referring to one or others of the bills.) 

(The letters are as follows :) 
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
GAME, FISH, AND CONSERVATION COMMISSIONERS 
Seattle, Wash., May 10, 1955 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR MAGNUSON: May I express to you my personal gratitude and 
that of the game departments of the various States who are members of the in 
ternational association for your thoughtfulness in leaving the record of your 
hearing on S. 756 and on S. 1172 open for a period of 1 week in order that we, 
the agencies who directly represent the several million people most interested in 
the legislation, may have an opportunity to formally present our views to you. 
These bills having to do with the disposal of present Pittman-Robertson surplus 
are of vital interest to the State game departments. 

These departments and the millions of sportsmen whom they represent feel that 
they have a very high moral right to the use of this surplus, and they further feel 
that at this critical period in the development of our wildlife-management pro 
grams that the money could be used most profitably. 

Hunting and all of the purchases which are attendant with it is, I believe, with 
out question one of the most potent business stimulants which can be found. I, 
therefore, feel that the allocation of this money at the present time would also 
add impetus in the business economy of the Nation. 

The International Game Association represents the game departments of all 
States of the United States and is the speaking voice of those most vitally con 
cerned with wildlife management in the United States. On two separate occa 
sions the association has taken a position favoring the type of legislation found 
in Senator Bible's bill, S. 756, and opposing the type found in Senator Murray's 
bill, S. 1172. The most recent declaration on the part of the association was at 
a meeting of the executive committee of this group held in connection with the 
North American Wildlife Conference at Montreal, at which time 17 of the States 
present voted in favor of the Bible type of legislation and only 4 favored the 
Murray type of legislation. 

It is my belief that much good could be had by including in the Bible bill a 
provision that these funds could be expended for management purposes which is, 
we believe, the only desirable feature we find in the Murray type of legislation 
I would also feel that if your committee objected to the allocation of these funds 
on a 100 percent reimbursable basis as is contained in the Bible bill, that the 
States, through their game departments, would be glad to compromise this fea 
ture and place the money on a 75-25 percent matching basis as is presently done 
with current Pittman-Robertson funds. While it is conceivable that some States 
might have difficulty matching the money, I do not believe this would entail any 
large amount of money and, in any event, the unused funds would revert to the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service where they could be used for several 
worthwhile purposes. 

It is my understanding that the Bureau of the Budget and the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service have not taken a position favoring the Bible type of 
legislation. I assume that the objection of the Bureau of the Budget would be 
removed by incorporating a provision that the States would provide 25 percent of 
the funds expended. I do not know why the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service has not as yet taken a position. 

I again respectfully point out that this statement is presented on behalf of the 
game departments themselves, organizations which will expend these funds under 
regulations of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. A very substantial 
portion of the tremendous growth of wildlife populations in the United States 
can be directly attributed to the positive benefits which have come about because 
of the Pittman-Robertson legislation. 

We are very sincerely convinced that the allocation of these surplus moneys 
at this time over a 5-year period is not only morally and legally justifiable, but 
will serve as a tremendous stimulant toward making permanent hunting and 
fishing with all of their recreational and economic values. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN A. Biaes, 
Chairman, Executive Committee 
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ALASKA SPORTSMEN’S COUNCIL, 
Juneau, Alaska, May 17, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sir: We understand that on May 4 the Senate Subcommittee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries heard testimony on Senate bill 757. 

The majority of the sportsmen and conservationists throughout North America 
realize the need for immediate and positive action at this time if we are to 
provide adequate waterfowl habitats for the future. Senate bill 757 as intro- 
duced would, if acted on favorably, assure a long-range program of land acquisi- 
tion before it is too late. 

We sincerely urge that you give this measure a favorable report. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. W. “Bub” Boppy, President. 


TUNE IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
Chicago, 1U., May 18, 1955, 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: The Izaak Walton League of America is strongly 
in favor of putting to work, in the several States, the Pittman-Robertson Act 
funds for Federal aid in wildlife restoration that have accumulated, unappro- 
priated, in the Treasury. 

We are not prepared to say arbitrarily that we favor S. 756 as against 8S. 1172. 
The former would allocate the accumulated funds over a period of years, with- 
out obligation on the parts of the States to provide matching sums. The latter 
would provide for immediate distribution of the money, with matching action 
by the States. 

Our feeling is that the States should be required to match, as provided in the 
Pittman-Robertson Act, but that feeling is not so strong as to cause us to say 
we would oppose other action to the last ditch. We do believe that the States 
should be required to match, according to the law, unless there are unusually 
exceptional circumstances dictating otherwise. 

We are of the opinion that it might be difficult for some States to match the 
Federal funds, in a single year, as I now understand would be provided by 8. 1172. 
Our belief is that perhaps your committee should give consideration to distribu- 
tion of the accumulated funds over a period of, say, 5 years, as provided in 
S. 756, but with the State matching provision found in the law and in §S. 1172. 

We would like your committee to consider favorably another bill, 8. 757, rela- 
tive to the earmarking of so-called duck stamp money for specific usage. 

Sincerely, 
WiLitAM Voie, Jr., Hrecutive Director. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. GRAVELLE, DIRECTOR OF CALIFORNIA AND NEVADA FOR 
THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, AND PRESIDENT OF THE NEVADA FEDERATED 
SPORTSMEN 


Gentlemen, I, William H. Gravelle, director of California and Nevada for the 
National Wildlife Federation, and president, Nevada Federated Sportsmen, wish 
to make the following statement with reference to 8. 756 and §S. 1172. 

A comparison of these two bills now before this committee will show that 
S. 756, as introduced by Senator Alan Bible, would allow all of the States, and 
particularly Nevada, to receive a so-called “shot in the arm” in their conservation 
activities. 

A dollar spent today in the acquisition of wildlife resources could very well 
mean $2 tomorrow. It has always been the problem of conservationists that 
they have had too little too late. These unappropriated moneys, are moneys 
belonging to the sportsmen of the Nation. They were gathered for a specific pur- 
pose as originally set forth in the Pittman-Robertson Act. 

The bill introduced by Senator Murray, S. 1172, does not in any fashion assist 
the conservationists to accomplish some of the projects which are now in the 
planning stage. No extra moneys would become available under this bill, as 
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it would merely be a case of setting back but 1 year the appropriations whi: 
are now being made. It is therefore like the age-old proverb of taking fron 


Peter to pay Paul. I have heard the argument esented that each State under 
the Murray bill would know in advance the exact amount of money to be appro 
priated in any given year. This is not necessary as the moneys according to 
the original Pittman-Robertson Act are appropriated for a_ pe d of 2 y 
before reverting to the Fish and Wildlife Service Therefore ny State not 
Wishing to take advantage of an unknown appropriation in its first year, wouid 
know exactly how much money was appropriated in the second year, and could 
budget accordingly. 

The original purpose for which legislation was sought, concerned only the 
distribution of the surplus money in the Pittman-Robertson Act. The « C1 


vationists of the Nation were presenting a united front for thi vpe of legisla 
tion, which is embodied in S. 756. However, an effort is now being made to 
amend the original Pittman-Robertson Act by a controversial amendment which 
would divide the supporters of the original thought as expressed in 8S. T56 


STATEMENT OF IIoN. LESTER JOUNSON, A REPRI I IN ( g ko 
STATE OF WISCONSIN 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it plea e to be he 
morning with you. At this time I wish to make a statement to tl itte 
support of my bill, H. R. 2142, to amend the Migratory Bird Hunting St pA 
for the purpose of earmarking not less than 40 percent of the d stal I ! 
for the acquisition of waterfowl refuges and sanctuaries 

Mr. Chairman, I know that this committee has listened to testi v of the 
legislative representatives of the various conservation and wildlife societies who 
have appeared before your committee. In my short time in Congres I have 
come to know many of them personally and I know they are expe n the eld 


and sincerely want to try to solve this problem of securing the needed land 
refuges and breeding grounds for migratory waterfow] 

I also know that your committee will hear Mr. John L. Farley, Director of t 
Fish and Wildlife Service. I know from talks he has made that he also 
to secure the needed lands. I know that the able members of this committee 
since you continually study in this field, have far more knowledge than I on the 
subject of Federal programs pertaining to migratory waterfowl 

So perhaps, Mr. Chairman, what I have to say may seem elementary to you 
committee. I want you to know that I am serious about the duck stamp prol 
I do know this, that I personally know a lot more about the refuge prograt 


than I did on April 6 of last year. It was then that my good friend, Congressman 
Lee Metcalf, of Montana, interested me in this matter. 
The problem came to my attention when Congressman Lee Metcalf tried 


amend the appropriations bill for the Department of the Interior to restore the 
$1,200,000 that had been cut from the appropriation funds for the Fish and Wild 
life Service. This cut was made by the Director of the Budget and the House 


Appropriations Committee. In that discussion, what was happening to the duck 
stamp money was touched upon. 
Then on June 5 of the last session, under a special order, I discussed the mat 


ter on the House floor and inserted into the Congressional Re rd a speech | 
Mr. Carl D. Shoemaker, conservation consultant, National Wildlife Federation, 
and general counsel for the International Association of Game, Fish, and Conse 


vation Commissioners, which explained thoroughly the duck-st p probler nd 
what use was being made of this money. I believe this helped to bring the prob 
lem before the conservationists and duck hunters of the count 

I talked to the distinguished chairman of this committee this morning and he 
said he was receiving hundreds of communications from all over the 
the subject. 

As you know, I have been working for some time to secure this hearings Prior 
to coming to Congress in October 1953, I have always been interested in col 
servation on the local level. I have belonged and continne to belong to a number 


of clubs in my home county of Jackson. The Ninth Wisconsin Congressio1 
District, which I represent, is deeply interested in this problem, as the distri 
is located in western Wisconsin and the Mississippi River is the western boun¢ 
ary of four of the counties I represent. In Wisconsin we have three nation: 
wildlife refuges. 
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The Upper Mississippi River Wildlife and Fish Refuge, created by an act 
of Congress on June 7, 1924, consists of 197,444 acres, with 32,667 acres in Minne- 
sota, 87,411 acres in Wisconsin, 54,230 acres in Iowa, and 23,136 acres in L1linois. 
This is the longest refuge in the United States, including intermittent tracts along 
284 miles of the Mississippi River from Nelson, Wis., to Rock Island, Il. Parts 
of it were secured by direct acquisition by the Fish and Wildlife Service, while 
the remainder was transferred from the Corps of Engineers under cooperative 
agreement. 

Refuge bottom land varies from 2 to 5 miles in width from the mouth of the 
Chippewa River to Prairie du Chien, Wis. Below Prairie du Chien bottom lands 
become bharrower until reaching the Savanna Ordnance Depot near Savanna, 
Ili. Between the ordnance depot and Clinton, Iowa, wide river bottoms are 
again the rule. However, below Clinton to the lower end of the refuge bottom 
land is negligible except at the mouth of tributary streams. Precipitous wooded 
hills, varying from 200 to 600 feet in height, border the refuge from the Chippewa 
River to Clinton, lowa. Below Clinton these hills give way to much more 
gradual slopes 

Development of the )-foot navigation channel by the Corps of Engineers has 
changed both water levels and wildlife habitat. New marsh as well as forma- 
tion of extensive pools resulted from the construction of 13 dams within the 
limits of the refuge 

Also, just south of the Ninth District is located the Necedah National Wild- 
life Refuge. This is a unit in the chain of refuges of the Mississippi flyway 
extending from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico. 

This 40,000-acre refuge is located in Juneau County about 7 miles west of 
Necedah, Wis. Only 201 acres were acquired through sale of duck stamps. The 
area is characterized by numerous ponds and marshy areas separated and 
broken up by sandy ridges and islands. A network of old drainage ditches main- 
tains the water levels in manmade impoundments. The primary types of vege- 
tation consist of jackpine-scrub oak mixtures on the uplands, and aspen and 
scrub willow in the lowlands. Limited number of white and red pines are still 
present. 

The refuge was established in 1939 primarily to give sanctuary and provide 
food and nesting cover for migratory waterfowl. 

Although many species of birds nest here, the spring and fall migrations of 
waterfow! are the most interesting feature of the refuge. The peak populations 
in fall are usually reached in late October. 

And I cannot pass without mentioning the Horicon National Wildlife Refuge 
on which I have hunted ducks many times, from 1918 and in the twenties. I 
Was raised 12 miles north of that area. 

It is 60 or 70 miles northwest of Milwaukee and it is one of the greatest refuges 
for geese in the country. This refuge was the dream of Curly Radke of Horicon, 
Wis., back in the 1920's. His hopes were not realized until 1941, when this land 
was purchased. This is one refuge purchased principally from these duck stamp 
monevs 

Horicon Marsh in southeastern Wisconsin is recognized as one of the most 
fertile and productive marshes in America, It was formed in geological times 
by shallow gouging of the Wisconsin glacier creating a lake, which by sedimenta- 
tion and decomposition of vegetation made the marsh as it is today. The present 
marsh is about 14 miles in length from north to south and 3 to 4 miles wide. 
The water supply comes from the upper branches of the Rock River. 

The Horicon National Wildlife Refuge, established in 1941, contains about 
20,600 acres, of which 20,417 were purchased with duck stamp moneys. This 
area, administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Departinent 
of the Interior, is a unit in the chain of refuges of the Mississippi flyway extend- 
ing from Canada to the Gulf of Mexico. Before drainage in the 1900's, Horicon 
Marsh was one of the most famous duck-hunting spots in the country. Now it 
is one of the finest places in Wisconsin for seeing fall and spring goose concen- 
trations, as well as rich varieties of nesting waterfowl! and marshbirds. Con- 
struction of a dike spanning the marsh has made possible dual operations 
the northern two-thirds as a refuge of the Fish and Wildlife Service and a 
10,000-acre wildlife area of the Wisconsin Conservation Department to the south. 

Flocks of Canada geese, which have exceeded 30,000 birds, stop here during 
March and April and again in October and November. Their daily flights within 
and from the marsh are most impressive. Blue and snow geese in lesser nun- 
bers may usually be seen. That is one area where the Wisconsin Conservation 
Agency has purchased land adjoining the refugee. I had a great number of men 
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tell me they used to fish there and catch bullheads by the bagful, and then 
prometers came and drained off the land and tried to sell it to the city people, 
and it did not work, and after years of effort, in 1941 it became a national 
wildlife refuge. I know from the trouble that the State and Federal Govern 
ment had in securing those lands the trouble they must have in some areas with 
farmers where, by moving the water back to some extent, it would ruin some 
of their land. 

Some ducks are there during the summer and some geese stay there the year 
around. That is about 30 miles from Green Lake. I was there this spring and 
saw flocks of thousands going from there to Horicon Marsh on the way to Canada 
for the summer. 

I wanted to give you this picture of the progress of the national refuge pro 
gram for migratory waterfowl] in my own State for special reasons 

First, anyone familiar with Wisconsin knows that there are many other areas 
Which can and will be developed if there is money available. The various mem 
hers of the committee, I believe, will find the same condition in their own States 
if they examine the list of Federal refuges. I secured from the Department a 
list of all the Federal wildlife migratory bird refuges in the United States I 
noticed the publication date was 1952, but from the information I have been able 
to get I do not think any new ones have been established since 1952, and I 
believe I can furnish every member of the committee one of these pamphlets 
which will how what you have in your own States. 

Second, you will note that only 20,618 acres of a total of 258,044 acres of these 
refuges were established by the use of duck stamp money to buy the land al 
though these moneys have been used to develop the area. And I might say the 
largest proportion of the land purchased in Wisconsin with duck stamp money 
was in the Horicon Marsh area. I do not think in other States you will find as 
much duck stamp money was used, but this Horicon Marsh area has had so much 
publicity through the Izaak Walton League and other groups. 

Third, to show you that the various refuges in Wisconsin go back to 1924, 
193%, and 1941, you will note that there have been no new Federal refuges for 
migratory waterfowl established in Wisconsin in the last 14 years. I think that 
for the Nation as a whole, you will find that the refuges had their largest 
growth in acres from 1932 to 1939. I shall go into that later in my discussion 

Mr. Chairman, I do wish to review the broad history of these programs since 
the Migratory Bird Treaty was entered into between the United States and 
Canada in 1916. My purpose in doing this is to focus the spotlight on the objec 
tive of my bill. 

Negotiation of the 1916 treaty and passage by Congress of the enabling act 
in 1918 did not assure increased propagation of waterfowl. In spite of the pro 
tective wing of the Federal Government, the wild waterfowl population con 
tinned te decline, much to the dismay of sportsmen. This fact generated con- 
siderable discussion during the 1920's in and outside of Congress. The discus 
sion finally resulted in enactment of the Norbeck-Andresen Act of February 18 
1929 (Public Law 770 of the 70th Cong.). The purpose of this act was to more 
effectively meet the obligations of the 1916 treaty and to launch programs to 
reduce dangers threatening in one way or another, propagation of migratory 
waterfowl! 

The Norbeck-Andresen Act also established the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Commission, the functions of which are to pass on proposals for the purchase 
of refuges. The act also authorized appropriations of about $8 million a year 
for 10 years, and thereafter annual appropriations of $200,000 for the refuge 
progran However, Congress did not make the necessary appropriations to 
carry out the program. 

THE DEPRESSION THIRTIES 


Then came the early thirties, with the great drought at its height. Water 
from prairie potholes, ponds, and marshes had disappeared into thin air: dust 
storms raged, and farmers throughout the Dust Bowl were panic stricken and 
in poverty. Waterfowl had reached the lowest point in their history. Severe 
restrictions on the take were ordered, but contro! of the hunter to kill was far 
from the answer to the basic problem of where the birds would find suitable 
nesting cover, food, and protection. The refuge program, which has seen an 
auspicious beginning with the passage of the Norbeck-Andresen Act, was also 
withering on the vine. Funds to implement the act were unavailable during the 
depression, and many sincere conservationists predicted the final extinction of 
the Nation’s ducks and geese as the inevitable end. Our waterfowl population 
continued to decline until it hit a new low in 1932. 
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All of you remember the many programs that came after the election of Frank- 
lin Roosevelt in 1932. Programs to lift the people from the depths of the de- 
pression and programs to prevent future droughts in the Dust Bowl areas. 

In January 1934, President Roosevelt appointed a special waterfowl committee 
consisting of Jay N,. (Ding) Darling, famous cartoonist ; Thomas Beck, wealthy 
magazine editor and avid duck hunter, and Aldo Leopold, one of the Nation’s 
foremost biologists. This committee immediately set a goal of $50 million for 
the purchase and restoration of submarginal and other lands for wildlife, with 
special emphasis on migratory waterfowl. 


Such breadth of imagination created a public gasp, yet it fired the enthusiasm 
of conservationists ¢ veryWhere. “Ding” Darling came in as Chief of the Bio- 
logical Survey and completely changed the course of refuge history. More than 
any other single individual in conservation history he proclaimed the plight of 


drought-stricken and overshot ducks with his eloquent tongue, his facile pen, and 
his pungent cartoons. In a short time, $8,500,000 of eme rgency funds were 
obtained for the purpose of buying lands and for constructing fences, dikes, 
dams, and necessary buildings, as follows: A special fund of $1 million was 
set aside by the President for the purchase of migratory waterfowl refuges: 
$1,500,000 was allocated from the submarginal land retirement fund: and 
$3,500,000 from drought relief funds to be used for the purchase and develop 
ment of lands within the drought-stricken ar¢ as; from WPA funds, $2,500,000 
was allotted for engineering operations, to construct water level controls and to 
improve natural conditions on the refuges, 

It was in this setting of excited interest among sportsmen and conservationists 
that the Duck Stamp Act, formally known as the Federal Migratory Bird Hunt- 
ing Stamp Act, came into being in 1934. Its purpose was “to supplement and 
support the Migratory Bird Conservation Act by providing funds for the acquisi 
tion of areas for use as migratory-bird sanctuaries, refuges, and breeding 
grounds, for developing and administering such areas, for the protection of cer- 
tain migratory birds, for the enforcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
regulations thereunder, and for other purposes.” 

“Ding” Darling drew the design for the first “Duck Stamp,” and during the 
first year of its sale almost $600,000 of new moneys were added to the funds 
available for the National program, 

Frenzied activity among the small staff of the siological Survey under Dar- 
ling’s leadership, full cooperation of State conservation directors, and active 
participation by many sportsmen’s groups led to unbelievable results. Land 
negotiators, surveyors, engineers, draftsmen. biologists, and other skilled help 
were hastily recruited and added to Ding’s staff. Great projects were initiated. 
Surveys and negotiations for lands rushed forward at a dizzy pace. Buildings. 
dikes, dams, and other structures were rushed to the construction Stage. Many 
were aided by WPA relief labor, others through the use of workers in the Civilian 
Conservation Corps. Between July 1, 1984 and March 8 , 1935 some 653,000 acres 
of lands were optioned in time for letting construction contracts amounting to 
$892,000. 

Chautauqua Refuge in Illinois; Seney in Michigan: Squaw Creek in Missouri: 
Arrowwood, Des Lacs, Lostwood, and Upper and Lower Souris Refuges in North 
Dakota; and Sand Lake, Lacreek, and Waubay in South Dakota, all came into 
being. Several existing areas were expanded by the addition of suitable lands. 
By June 30, 1935, 22 CCC camps were working on refuges where land purchase 
had gone forward far enough to warrant development. 

By the end of 1935, White River Refuge in Arkansas: Sacramento in Califor- 
nia; Delta, Lacassine, and Sabine in Louisiana: Mud and Rice Lakes in Minne- 
sota ; Medicine and Red Rock Lakes in Montana: Valentine in Nebraska ; Matta- 
muskeet in North Carolina; Muleshoe in Texas: Turnbull in Washington, and 
the Great P Ranch as an adjunct to Lake Malheur in Oregon ; all fell into place 
on the national refuge map. 

Later, Darling, with the aid of Senator Norbeck of South Dakota and other 
ardent conservationists in Congress, obtained another $6 million for the water- 
fowl restoration program. This kept the movement, which Was now well under- 
way, going at an accelerate pace. 

By the end of 1937, acquisition was actually in progress on 62 different refuges, 
old and new, while at the same fime construction of dikes, dams, and other 
facilities was proceeding on the newly purchased areas as rapidly as title passed 
to the United States Government. In the important breeding areas of North 
Dakota and Montana, landowners were cooperating wholeheartedly by granting 
perpetual easements for the flooding of their dried-up potholes, with the Govern- 
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ment providing the labor to construct dams designed to catch and hold the waters 
which were bound to return with a change in the water cycle. 

During those years, increasing CCC, APA, and other relief labor was available 
for the development program, but there was a dire shortage of Federal funds 
available for the purchase of supplies and material to take advantage of the 
abundant supply of relief labor. Here the Duck Stamp moneys were used to 
great advantage for purchasing fencing material, steel, cement, water control 
gates, and other necessary items. Thus, these funds, though small in amount, 
became the key to the use of relief labor for the development of the growing 
thousands of acres of lands being purchased with other moneys. During succeed 
ing years, as WPA workers returned to private industry and CCC camps were dis- 
banded, the Duck Stamp funds and the all-too-inadequate regular annual appro- 
priations became the sole source of Support for the waterfow! refuge program. 

Duck-stamp receipts in those early years, however, were only a drop in the 
bucket compared with the emergency funds that Mr. Darling was able to obtain. 
In fiscal year 1935, duck-stamp receipts were $635,000 ; the next year they dropped 
to $448,000. In 1937, they rose to $604,000, and in 1938 to $783,000. It was not 
until 1939 that they hit the $1 million mark. 

As a part of the relief endeavored by Franklin D. Roosevelt, the Government 
embarked upon a purchase program to retire submarginal lands in communities 
which were unable to maintain a living standard from their abused and wornout 
soils. In 1939, that policy changed and the areas formerly acquired by the Re 
settlement and Farm Security Administrations were turned over to other agencies 
of the Government for administration. Five such units, totaling more than 
200,000 acres, were transferred to the Fish and Wildlife Service: the Carolina 
Sandhills in South Carolina; Little Pend Oreille in Washington; Piedmont in 
Georgia; Moosehorn in Maine; and Kentucky Woodlands in Kentucky—all gen 
erally suited for wildlife and upland game, while the 40,000-acre Necedah in 
Wisconsin, and a 65,000-acre addition to the St. Marks refuge in Florida were 
important additions to the waterfowl program. 

By 1939, all appropriated and emergency funds for the purchase of lands were 
obligated, and the duck-stamp receipts became the only funds available for land 
purchase. They also constituted a large portion of all moneys available for the 
development, operation, and maintenance of refuges previously acquired. Thus, 
the land-purchase program, by necessity, resolved itself into one of purchasing 
key tracts, either in areas where new refuges were sorely needed, or to round out 
and complete refuges which had been partially acquired during the burst of 
activity in the lush days of refuge expansion. 

During this period when the Service was able to acquire so many acres of 
refuges at no cost, and with the liberal appropriations of Congress for the pur- 
chase of other areas, the Fish and Wildlife Service’s use of the duck-stamp money 
for the development of land was well received by the conservationists and sports 
men. 

Before I continue with my testimony, I would like to pay tribute to Jay N 
(Ding) Darling, who did so much for conservation and is respected and admired 
by conservationists all over, From 1934-385 he headed the Biological Survey Unit 
in the Fish and Wildlife Service. He founded the National Wildlife Federation 
in 1936 and was the first president of the organization, serving in that capacity 
until 1938. Yesterday, you heard the excellent testimony of Charles Callison, 
conservation director, who acts as legislative representative of the National Wild 
life Federation and who appeared in favor of H. R. 2142. 


REFUGE ACQUISITION SINCE 1941 


Everyone remembers Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, and the Nation at 
once put all its thought to the war and winning the peace. The Congress was no 
exception. In the postwar years, its thoughts and appropriations have been 
military and helping stop communism abroad and aid to war-torn Europe and 
Asia, so that appropriations specifically for the acquisition and development of 
land for migratory birds has lagged. 

I think the record will show that during the 1940's, from 1941 to 1950, there 
was very little new acreage acquired except that al! these various Government 
departments started giving land, like the Department of Agriculture and other 
departments, transferring acreage they had purchased during the thirties over 
to the Fish and Wildlife Service for development. 

The principal exception where appropriations specifically for the acquisition 
and development of land for migratory birds have not lagged has been in Cali- 
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fornia. Here agricultural depredations were severe, and to meet a specific prob 
lem in the troublesome wintering grounds of the lower end of the Pacific fly 
way, Congress in 1948 passed what is known as the Lea Act. The need was 
for croplands on which the birds might feed instead of raiding the farmers rice 
and barley fields. The Lea Act, therefore, authorized the acquisition of wild 
life-management areas on which feed could be grown. It also included a special 
provision permitting hunting at the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. 
This plan proceeded regularly for a 5-year period, with congressional appropria 
tions of $250,000 annually to acquire, develop, and manage specific waterfow!- 
management areas. A total of 6,927 acres in 4 separate units—the Colusa, Sut 
ter, Merced, and Salton Sea—were acquired with those Lea Act moneys. 

The Congress, in 1950, 1951, and 1952, appropriated a total of $450,000, to 
supplement duck-stamp funds for the restoration of water-control dikes on the 
Tule Lake-Lower Klamath Refuges in northern California. These dikes are es 
sential to the proper management and control of waters to reduce the heavy 
botulism losses that had regularly occurred in this very valuable duck- and 
goose-concentration area. 

Also, a special act of Congress in 1947 transferred to the Service jurisdiction 
of the Crab Orchard ordnance plant and adjoining Federal lands in southern 
Illinois. Part of this 44,000-acre had previously been acquired by the Federal 
Government as a step toward improving a very unsatisfactory economic situa- 
tion in the vicinity of the Herrin coalfields, and the balance as an addition to 
the ordnance plant. These lands formerly were under the jurisdiction of four 
separate Government agencies. The Fish and Wildlife Service was interested 
in acquiring a portion of the area for waterfowl-management purposes, but be 
fore the bill passed the Congress it was amended to include all the lands in the 
project, thus making one Federal agency responsible for its administration. At 
the time the Service took it over it had pracically no wildlife value. Today it 
is one of the finest wildlife refuges in the entire United States. Indicative of 
the phenomenal success of the development and management program here is 
this comparison: At the time of the transfer there was no waterfowl use of the 
aurea; in the fall of 1953, more than 48,000 Canada geese made Crab Orchard 
their headquarters. Incidentally, this area also has become the center for 
some of the Nation's most famous hunting dog field trials. 

Although there has been little in the way of special appropirations for the 
acquisition and development of new refuge areas since 1940, the Service has 
continued to make great strides in expanding the refuge system. This has been 
possible largely through the use of suitable areas acquired by other Government 
agencies for other public purposes. 

Basic authority for Fish and Wildlife Service use of areas impounded by other 
agencies of the Government was first conceived in 1934 through what is known 
as the Coordination Act. This was amended and improved in 1946 and has become 
a milestone in refuge development. The act now provides that “whenever the 
Federal Government through the Bureau of Reclamation or otherwise, impounds 
water for any use, opportunity shall be given to the Fish and Wildlife Service to 
make such use of the impounded waters for fish cultural stations and migratory 
bird resting and nesting areas as are not inconsistent with the primary use of 
the waters.”’ 

Under this authority some excellent areas have been made available to the 
Service without cost for land. Duck-stamp moneys have been used for their 
development and for operation and maintenance, A few examples are worthy of 
specific mention. 

When the Denison Dam was constructed across the Red River, which marks the 
boundary between Texas and Oklahoma, it flooded several shallow bays with 
excellent waterfowl] potentials. Two Federal refuges were created in 1946, the 
Tishomingo on the Oklahoma side, consisting of approximately 13,500 acres, and 
the Hagerman refuge of about 11.500 acres in Texas. Subsequent farming and 
other developments for waterfowl have brought large numbers of wintering ducks 
and geese into the Red River Valley for the first time within the memory of local 
residents, and excellent shooting has resulted over a wide adjacent area. 

The Santee refuge on the Santee and Cooper Rivers in South Carolina is an 
other similar area made available to the Service—in 1941—for wildlife purposes 
as a part of the Santee-Cooper flood control and hydroelectric project. 

Two of the finest refuges in the South were developed on lands acquired and 
flooded by the Tennessee Valley Authority. The Wheeler refuge, acquired in 1938, 
containing approximately 35,000 acres in northern Alabama, and the Tennessee 
refuge, acquired in 1945, of approximately 50,000 acres in western Tennessee have 
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turned into 2 of the Nation's finest waterfowl wintering areas through the 
proper manipulation of food, cover, and water levels. Also, below the Bouldet 
Dam on the great Colorado River, 2 other refuge areas have been set aside on 
reclamation projects—the Havasu, acquired in 1941, of approximately 45,000 
acres, and the Lmperial, acquired in 1941, about the same size. These refuge 
areas constitute the chief wintering grounds for the Great Basin Canada goose, 
und also accommodate thousands of ducks which find this to be the only suitable 
marshland in the midst of desert which stretches in endless miles in all directions 

One of the finest areas in the entire refuge system came to the Fish and Wild 
life Service in 1951 without costing wildlife funds a dime for land purchase. ‘This 
is the 140,000-acre Loxahatchee area in the heart of a flood-control district imme 
diately west of Palm Beach, Fla. 

The Salt Plains refuge in north-central Oklahoma, originally established on 
public domain land by Executive order in 1930, is another good example of this 
cooperative approach. Shortly before World War II, the Corps of, Wngineet's 
became interested in using the salt flats as a flood-control preject. Agreement! 
was reached with the corps whereby the salt flats were used for an impound 
ment and the additional lands acquired for the project were transferred to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service in 1943 for operations as part of the Salt Plains refuge 
Duck-stamp moneys were used to acquire Some 1,029 acres needed to round out 
the refuge. A diversion structure and ditch to supply water for a series of sub 
impoundments, as well as the dikes and control structures for the subimpound 
ments have been financed from duck-stamp revenues. The $1,000-acre Salt Plains 
refuge is now one of the outstanding refuges of the south-central plains wintering 
area. 

Mud Lake, in Minnesota, an excellent waterfow! breeding area, consisting of 
more than 60,000 acres, also came to the Service—in 1937—without cost except 
for a few acres to round out boundaries. These lands were originally acquired 
by the Resettlement Administration. This is one of the few Federal refuges on 
which moose also are found. About 100 head of these large animals make Mud 
Lake their home. 

In Nevada, the famous Carson Sinks-Stillwater Slough area, containing ah 
200,000 acres, and known to western duck hunters since the beginning of irrign 
tion in Nevada, is now extensively developed through a joint program—started 
in 1948—between the State, with Pittman-Robertson funds, and the Fish anid 
Wildlife Service, with duck-stamp money. All of the lands in this project ar 
provided by the Truckee-Carson Irrigation District. Now draglines and dirt 
moving equipment are creating new and improved waterfow] pools which will 
guarantee a perpetuation of the sport of duck hunting in one of the finest areas 
in the West. 

Most of the 783.015 acres held by the Fish and Wildlife Service for migratory 
waterfowl refuges prior to 1935, was principally purchased after 1982 by money 
appropriated by Congress. Under the authority of the Coordination Act passed 
in 1934, the Wildlife Service has added to its refuges 2.167.926 acres of land 
suitable for waterfowl management. This, added to the 783,015 acres acquired 
prior to 1935, makes a total of 2,950,941 acres, practically all of which w 
acquired prior to 1952. 

Summing up, as of July 30, 1954, the Service had acquired—with dueck-stam)p 
money—209,329 acres, leased with these funds 16,815 acres, and 11.835 acres wert 
under contract. That is the testimony that Mr. Farley gave last vear. Of this 
total of 237,979 acres, 214,052 acres were acquired up to June 30, 1952. The 
balance, 25.927 acres, has been purchased since. The total holdings of the 
Service as of July 80, 1954, were 3,200,000 acres, in round figures. I have the 
exact figures in the chart I will present. These figures show that since the early 
1940’s (or the period of World War II) there has been little expansion of the 
program. I think if you check through the various refuges that were developed 
you will find most of them were fully developed by 1946 or 1947. I have ths 
on which they were completed which I will furnish to the committee. 


dates 


DUCK-STAMP PRICE INCREASED IN 1949 


Until June 30, 1949, the Wildlife Service had realized $19,054,112 from the 
sale of duck stamps and out of this total $3,403,793 had been used for the purchase 
of lands suitable for migratory waterfowl refuges. I do not believe any objected 
as the Service, up to this time, received so much land at no cost that the use of 
the duck-stamp money for the development of these areas was considered satis 
factory procedure. They realized that the acreage was not increasing in any 
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degree from use of duc k-stamp money but the refuges that were acquired in the 
1930's and through the 1940's had to be developed, Which required quite a few 
years tO accomplish. 

I have listed the many areas all of which except one were acquired prior to 
1949. The Sportsmen were realistic ind fairminded and they were w illing to meet 
the Federa| Government halfway. In 1949, the sportsmen themselyes came to 
Congress with the request that the price of the duck-stamp be increased from S1 
(0 $2. The sportsmen did this with the understanding that the additional revenue 
Would be used for the acquisition of waterfow! refuges. Hon. Clark Thompson 
Was at that time chairman of this Subcommittee and they came to him with the 
request that he become the author of this legislation. He is appearing with me 
today to tel] you members of the committee what transpired at that time, 

It will be interesting to note what has happened since that time. I think the 
figures will show that the funds used since that time have gone far astray from 
the intent of the legislation. | know that other Members of Congress share this 
opinion, In Support of this contention, I draw the committee’s attention to a 
discourse which took place on April 6, last year, on the House floor. J] quote as 
follows from the ¢ ongressiona] Record, page 4 156 : 

“Mr. Tirompson of Texas. | Yield to the gentleman from Washington. 

“Mr. Toiier SON. The question comes to my mind that the legislation Which the 
fentleman Sponsored carried a Provision which limited the amount of money out 
of the duck stamp fund which could be used for administrative purposes and 
operation, 

“Mr. Tuompson of Texas. It did in this Way. It was said in the basie act, to 
Which mine was an amendment, that no less than 90 bercent shall be Available 
for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, maintenance, and development of 
Suitable areas for inviolate bird sanctuaries under the Provisions of the Mi- 
gratory Bird Conservation Act. That does not provide for seneral administra- 
tive expenses but only for those incident to the areas in question. 

‘Mr. TOLLEFSON, It is my understanding then that funds can be diverted to 
other purposes ? 

“Mr. THoOMpson of Texas. Not as I understand the law, which the gentleman 
helped pass in that Congress.” 


CUTS IN APPROPRIATIONS lO FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Mr. Chairman, as before stated, last year the Director of the sudget and 
Congress reduced appropriations for programs pertaining to waterfowl preserya- 
tion and propagation by $12 million. The total cut, as Shown on my chart which 
I will present later on in my remarks, was $1,719,342. 

As a consequence of this tppropriation cut, the Fish and Wildlife Service has 
been forced to dip into duck-stamp funds for its operations, |] quote from the 
Statement of Mr. John LI. Farley, Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
before the Subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, on July 30, 1954, pages 
17 and 18: 

“This course has been dictated by necessity. Over the years, as new areas came 
under administration, the Service has endeavored to Secure funds for the devel- 
opment, operation, and maintenance of the new projects,” 

Cuts in appropriations have made it necessary to use duck-stamp moneys 
instead of regular appropriations. 

ye iO ie hen forced the Service to take steps which have resulted in the 
present waterfow] program being carried practically in its entirety from duck- 
Stamp revenues and refuge receipts, and reversions from unexpended Pittman- 
Robertson moneys, which are also available for carrying out the purposes of the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act. Practically all of the annual appropriation 
acts for refuge purposes are used for the maintenance of big game and upland 
areas for which duck-stamp funds cannot legally be used * * #» 

Mr. Chairman, from Mr. Farley’s Own statement, you can see that if the law 
is left in its present form, the expansion program will] hot go ahead on duck- 
stamp money. The Nation’s sportsmen certainly did not have this in mind when 
they asked Congress to increase the price of duck Stamps from $1 to $2. 

As I analyze the operation of the program over the past years, it seems clear 
to me that administration Will never measure up to, or square with, intent of 
the act. Sportsmen are also beginning to feel the Same way, and they aro 
raising questions as to what legislation is needed to attain their objective—that 
is the objective of acquiring waterfow] refuges, 
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If we continue to pursue the same policies in operation, It W 


difference if the price of duck stamps is raised to $5 or $10, Raising the ] 


duck stamps is not the answer to this problem, unless we specifically write 
law a provision to earmark funds for the purpose of acquiring wateri l 

I know from the Department of the Interior report that they are opposed t 

marking funds I would like to remind the Department and the Cong 
however, that this is an earmarked fund already. We are dealing wi 


fee tax levied on a special group, the duck hunters, for a special purpose \ 


propose to do now is to perfect that earmarking—to nail it down—so the 
Will be expended imore in line with the original purpose 

\ 
and administering such areas for protection of certain migratory bir 
the enforcement of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and regulations there 
and for other purposes, there will always be a tendency for the I) 
the Budget and the Congress to use duck stamp funds for such purposes 
than purchasing the maximum acreage for refuges that is possible 

I do not quarrel with the Wildlife Service. 1 believe they are 


a fine job with the money they have. If the Congress does not give them udes 
funds, there is nothing else they can do if they are to keep oper r 
trouble is with the Director of the Budget and the Congress if tl exzislat 


is passed it Will be up to the Director of the Budget to recommend, at 
Congress to appropriate, sufficient funds for operation, development, and re 
We will be sure that at least 40 percent of the money raised will be goil 
acquisition of wildlife refuges 

However, I think that the time has come when Congress must take po 
action on this matter. That is why I introduced my bill, H. R. 2142 

At this point I would like to submit for the Committee’s consideration 
charts dealing with appropriation of funds to the Fish and Wildlife Se 
and receipts and expenditures of funds from sale of duck stamp li 
these charts, figures are given for the fiscal year, beginning with J 
given year and ending with June 30 of the following vear 


CHART 1 Comparison of annual approp) ations for wildlife aet tig 


appropriations 








All ar Allo Allo . , Al 
Fiscal year ippropria- | to Refuge — for enfores a ere 
t Brancl t 

1935 $2. 394, 409 st $129 i] S106 1) < 
1936 2, 954, 266 104 189, 978 249, 263 
1937 3, 402, 144 172 249. 000 276, 4 
1938 3, 969, 840 472, 043 315, OOO 305, 289 
1939 4, 231, 34 530, 200 315, 000 330, 289 
1940 4 630,614 652, 700 365, OOO $45. 140 
1941 5, 100, 418 HOY, 700 365, 300 357, 44 
1042 5, 833, G15 SAH, 2a0 366, 500 451. 578 
1943 4, 661, 570 82, 018 342, 500 05, G25 
1944 5, O12, 490 665, 334 $37, OOO $29, OOK 
1945 5, 185, 548 HOH2, 478 34, 900 S19, 86 
1946 5. 842, 125 648, 9CO 334, 120 31, O08 
1947 7, 302, 602 810, 000 369, GOO 123. 20K . 
1948 6. TOS. S10 SUD, SOO 300, GOO 258, 44 AM 
1949 10, 503, 709 1, 683, 200 367, 834 546, 450 4, OO s 
1950 +, YOO ] 12. 003 8. 700 [73 AW m (MK < " ) 
1951 0 1. 948. 667 107. 646 176. 0; 218. 38 9 
1952 2, 520 1, 78, O4 420). 14] 165. 666 QA6, AS 
1953 4, O00 1, 843, 914 $20), 141 179, 478 279 
1954 RSS 1, 652, 000 $20, 141 181, OO 01. 49) 
1955 8, 543 836, OOO $20), OOO ISO. COOK 63. OOK 
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EXPLANATION OF CHART 1 


Mr. Chairman, chart 1 deals with a comparison of annual appropriations for 
wildlife activities with the total appropriations. I believe this charge shows 
very clearly what has happened to the duck-stamp money. You will note that 
with the expansion of the overall activities of the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the annual appropriations for the Service steadily increased from fiscal year 
1935 through fiscal year 1953, the appropriation which was made in 1952 in 
the 82d Congress. The Service suffered a cut in appropriations in the amount 
of $527,175 in fiscal year 1954, but the real damage was done in the appropria- 
tions for fiscal 1955 when a total cut of $1,719,342 was made in the budget for 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. This drastic cut was spread over all branches 
of the Service, but the Branch of Wildlife Refuges suffered the most. Their funds 
for 1955 were cut more than half. 

Obviously, the Fish and Wildlife Service needed adequate funds to continue 
normal operations. The duck-stamp funds provided the needed money and this 
account was dipped into to a greater extent than was done in previous years. 
The figures speak for themselves and clearly show why the duck-stamp money 
was not used for acquisition of more refuges. I firmly believe these figures 
demonstrate why H. R. 2142, to earmark 40 percent of duck-stamp funds for 
acquisition of refuges, should be passed. Not one bit of blame should be heaped 
on the Fish and Wildlife Service, but the responsibility for diversion of funds 
should be assumed by the Executive Office of the President, the Bureau of the 
Budget, and by Congress. All of you who were present on the floor at the time, 
remember how Congressman Lee Metcalf, of Montana, tried to take care of part 
of that cut. 
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6S WILDLIFE RESTORATION 
EXPLA \ ( CHAR 2 POST OFFIC DEPARTMENT CHARGES FOR PRIN NG 
AND DISTRIBUTING STAMPS 


I believe these figures again show how the duck-stamp funds have been diverted. 
You will note that the Post Office Departinent charged the Fish and Wildlife 





Service $25,000 in 1936 for handling the printing and distribution of the duck 
Stamps. By fiscal vear 195 the charge had only risen to $32,000 But now 
look what happened in 154. The charge sky rocketed to $154,462. IT am wonder 
ing why, all of a sudden, it costs so much more for the Post Office Department to 
print and sell tl ick stamps. I believe, in the name of conservation, the figures 
should go ba¢ ound $82,000 


I now wish to discuss the figures shown in the refuge-maintenance colin. 
The charge for maintenance for the year 1948 was $707,802. This was the vear 
before the price of the stamp was raised from $1 to $2. By 1952 the maintenance 
charge for refuges had risen to $1,671,304. It dropped in 19538 to $1,457,088, but 
reached a high of $1,850,450 in 1954. This represented an increase of 8373,362 
more in 1954 which was taken from duck-stamp funds to pay for refuge main- 


tenance. If we go back to the 1948 figure and compare it with the 1954 charges, 
we find that $1,122,648 more was taken from duck-stamp funds for refuge main- 
tenance in 1954 than in 1948. Again the figures speak for themselves and show 


where the duck-stamp money is going. 


FUG DEVELOPMENT CHARGES 


Now we come to the column on refuge-developiment charges Going back to 
1948, and [ want you to remember that this was the year before the duck-stamp 
fee was raised from S1 to S82, the chart shows that the amount expended was 


S726,671 If vou look at the chart for the previous years, the time when I con 
tend the greatest development of refuges was taking place, you will not find an 
amount as high as this You can see that it is a growing practice also to dip 
into duck-stamp funds for development costs. In 1951 refuge development used 
$1,075,497 of duck-statap funds: in 1952 the figure was $810,661: ri it 
amounted to $706,344, and in 1954 it rose to $936,600. I am wondering why so 


much is now being used from duck-stamp receipts for development when the 
greatest amount of development I claim took place prior to 1950, when land was 
given to the Service by other departments of the Government. 

I just wish to call attention to the three additional columns at the right of the 
chart, covering the years from 1950 through 1954. The explanation for these 
columns is given at the top of the chart. 

At this time I am submitting chart 3: 


CHART 5 Land aequisition—Rececipts and expenditures of funds from sale of 
duck stamps 


lotal cost of Total number 


Fiscal year Se lands pur- acres pur- ae aaa 
— chased chased ° 

1935 $591, 466 
1936 468, 848 $14, 120 
1937 616, 473 142, 200 
1938 770, 971 109, 225 1, 372 
1939 1, 009, 0O8 69, 664 728 17 
1940 1, 111, 325 347, 238 2, 378 17 
1941 1, 257, 617 218, 551 19, 514 1, 001 
1942 1, 430, 568 368, 751 18, 914 7, 001 
1943 1, 368, 752 131, 569 43, 963 10, 419 
1944 1, 162, 906 201, 979 6, 898 12, 562 
1945 1, 498, 848 514, 717 17, 521 11, 812 
1946 1, 743, 149 351, 781 20, 879 14, 207 
1947 2, 062, 332 349, 452 22, 073 14, 207 
1948 1, 775, 985 258, 439 2, 886 14, 261 
1949 . 2, 185, 864 326, 107 22, 633 4, 326 
1950 3, 959, 225 315, 862 7,475 10, 862 
1951 3 ROS, 804 397, 104 10, 337 12, 967 
1952 4, 335, 897 503, 254 3,045 13, 437 
1953 4, 594, 512 156, 443 &, 714 16, 815 
1954 4, 543, 009 494, 614 4, S80 15, 746 


1 This column includes total cost of lands purchased, leased, and donated plus cost of surveys, appraisals 
abstracting fees and legal fees. 





WILDLIFE RESTORATION OY 


DUCK-STAMP FUNDS INCREASE, LAND PURCHASES DECREASI 


Mr. Chairman, I now wish to call attention to the last chart—chart 3. This 
deals with land acquisition made from the receipts from the sale of duck stamps 
I want you to especially note the receipts for fiscal year 1949 in the amount of 
$2,185,864. This money was collected from duck stamps sold mainly in the fall 
of 1948 before the raise in the price of the stamps from $1 to $2 was effected. 
As you know, this was the bill of Congressman Clark Thompson, of Texas. You 
will also note that from the total of $2,185,864 realized from the duck-stamp pur- 
chases, the Service spent $526,175 for acquisition of new land 

In fiscal year 1950, the increase in cost of stamps had gone into effect and 
receipts totaled $3,959,225, but look at the amount of money used for acquisition 
of new land. This figure dropped to $315,862. Total duck-stamp receipts 
increased in 1951 and 1952 and land purchase costs also increased But in 
1953, out of $4,594,512 realized from sale of stamps, only $156,443 was spent for 
new lands acquired. Although 1954 presents a better picture with receipts at 
$4,548,009 and land purchases at $494,614, you will note that only 11 percent of 
the stamp receipts went for land acquisition. 

I have totaled the figures giving receipts of duck-stamp funds from 1950 
through 1954—\the period on the chart representing the $2 fee for stamps. I 
have also totaled the amount of money spent for acquisition of new refuges for 
the period 1950-54. You will find that of a total of $21,328,447 received from 
duck-stamp sales, only $1,865,277 was spent for acquiring new refugees, or 8 
percent plus. Again, I would like to point out how much greater the purchase 
of land would have been if the 40-percent earmarking of funds had been manda- 
tory when the price of the stamps was increased. If this schedule had been 
followed since 1950, $8,531,378 would have been available for new refuge acquisi- 
tion instead of the $1,867,277 actually expended for such acquisition. I believe 
the hunters of this country, when they paid double the amount for the cost of 
the duck stamps, expected to get much more in the way of land acquisition than 
they have been receiving. Furthermore, I believe that the figures I have 
presented to you, clearly demonstrate to the committee why there is such a 
need for passage of H. R. 2142. 

I have heard a lot of comments in the committee and from some conserva 
tion groups as to the desirability of raising the duck-stamp fee to $3 or $4 or $5. 
With the figures I have just given, I am wondering how any Congressman could 
justify raising the fee paid by duck hunters so that more money could be spent 
for refuge acquisition. I believe the fee should be left at $2 as it is now and stay 
at that figure for 2 years. When we can show the duck hunters and the con- 
servationists that the Fish and Wildlife Service is buying the land they should, 
then we can go back to the sportsmen and ask if they will accept another 
increase in stamp fees. I think there is at least more chance that they will 
accept this raise, if we can show we are sincere. As Congressmen, I believe we 
have an obligation to keep the original pledge first made in 1949 that the increase 
in fees would be used for land acquisition. After this pledge has been kept, then 
will be the proper time to consider raising the duck-stamp fees. But I would 
say, from the record in the past, the duck hunters would never willingly accept 
an increase in fees unless the funds were earmarked for acquisition of migratory 
waterfow!] refuges. 

Before I turn to another subject, I should like to observe that the Fish and 
Wildlife Service derives some income from refuges. The income is derived 
from timber permits, hay permits, grazing permits, farming and even royalties 
from oil. In 1952, receipts from these sources amounted to $1,483,266.88. Twenty- 
five percent of the receipts are turned over to the counties in which they arise, so 
this left a total of around $1,100,000. I have tried to obtain the 1953 and 1954 
figures but sources in the Fish and Wildlife Service state they are not available. 


CUTS IN APPROPRIATIONS TO THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE HAVE BEEN THE CAUSE, 
SINCE FISCAL YEAR 1955, FOR THE LARGER USE OF DUCK-STAMP MONEYS OTHER THAN 
FOR THE PURCHASE OF LANDS 


At the present time we have about 3,269,549 acres of refuge land. I know that 
the Fish and Wildlife Service has testified to the fact that another 4 million acres 
of refuge land is needed. 
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I quote again from a statement of Mr. John L. Farley, Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, before the subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, on 
June 30, 1954, pages 26 and 27: 

“The eventual fate of waterfowl on the North American Continent is uncertain, 
more so in fact than for any other game species. Despite all the work that has 
been done over the years, waterfowl] find their needs in ever-growing competition 
with the requirements of an expanding human population. The draining of 
marshes for agricultural improvement, for metropolitan and community growth, 
for the construction of airports, landing strips, and new highways—yes, even 
for disposal dumps for refuse from our cities and towns, pose problems that will 
be most difficult to solve. 

“Today and for years past we have watched marshes and ponds disappear be- 
fore our very eyes as agriculture has expanded. In the black prairie pothole 
region of western and southern Minnesota and eastern North and South Dakota, 
agricultural drainage removed each year during 1949 and 1950, about 22,000 pot- 
holes, consisting of some 63,000 acres. These areas were the most productive 
waterfowl lands in the United States, fully equal to the best producing areas in 
Canada. Similar drainage is occurring in many coastal sections, which are most 
important to the birds as wintering grounds. Most of the great natural marshes 
of the gulf are being ruined or seriously damaged for waterfowl use by salt water 
intrusion as a result of the intercoastal and connecting canals, and by exploration 
for sulfur and oil. Waterfowl] of the Pacific flyway are rapidly approaching 
a crisis stage because the lush marshes which once supported myriads of birds 
wintering in California and northern Mexico are being turned into cotton and rice 
fields, orchards, and urban developments. 

“Thus we see waterfowl facing a precarious and uncertain future, and in years 
to come the major reliance will probably need to be on lands dedicated to their 
needs—lands in the ownership of the Federal Government, the States, and private 
clubs. At the same time, the acquisition of such lands will increasingly be in 
competition with other human uses and therefore acquired only at competitive 
prices. Thus the need for an accelerated acquisition and development program 
faces us in the immediate future * * *.” 

Quoting from page 28 of the same statement : 

“In 1934 a careful study of our waterfowl resource showed that originally we 
had approximately 120 million acres of marsh and wetlands; less than 30 mil- 
lion acres of habitat of good quality for waterfowl remain. At that time, based 
upon the existing waterfowl population and future requirements of the water- 
fowl resource, it was felt that the Federal Government should own and develop 
7.5 million acres. That estimate has stood the test of time. We are almost 
halfway to that goal now. We still need the other 4 million acres, and we need 
them in a much shorter period of time because the greatly accelerated destruc- 
tion of waterfowl habitat in modern life and the attendant increase in water- 
fowl hunters. Counting the restoration work which could be done by the States, 
a total, then, of 12.5 million acres of land managed primarily for waterfowl, is 
considered the minimum acreage which will carry the present waterfowl popu- 
lation and permit its reasonable increase to a point where the waterfowl hunters 
of the future can be accommodated on a practical basis. It is expected that 
the States, through the opportunities provided by the Pittman-Robertson pro- 
gram, will be able to preserve not less than 5 million acres of waterfowl] habitat. 
While the State will place a different emphasis on this restoration—with hunt- 
ing the chief objective, still the waterfowl areas of the States will carry many 
waterfowl in the nonhunting season. It is only recently that the States are 
giving more emphasis to waterfow! restoration work, and it is expected that 
this phase of State game administration will continue to receive favorable and 
popular support in the future. 

“We already have, as a result of 20 years of waterfowl reconnaissance and 
the recent wetland survey of the Service, a knowledge of where these strategic 
areas are. About 4 million acres of them are shown on the overlay map, before 
you, encircled in orange. Each area represents a problem area from 50 to 100 
miles long where there exists a waterfowl management problem requiring Fed- 
eral ownership for the purpose of additional breeding grounds, wintering 
grounds, intermediate flyway refuges, endemic waterfowl disease abatement, 
and crop depredation reduction. There are generally one or more possible sites 
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in each problem area which can be acquired. A number of these areas would 
be established jointly with the respective States. More and more we are team- 
ing up on this type of management, which we hold most desirable. Often the 
overall problem of land acquisition and development is so costly that only by 
pooling our resources, both State and Federal, can the project be undertaken. 
A noble example of this is the new Shiawassee project in Michigan now being 
jointly restored by the State of Michigan and the Service. 

“It is estimated, then, that the Federal Government should acquire and de- 
velop 4 million acres of the remaining waterfowl management goal and the 
States collectively should acquire and develop a minimum of 5 million acres. 
It is entirely possible that the States may be able to do more than that, but they, 
even more so than the Service, are limited by the future maintenance problem. 
It is estimated that this land will average $40 an acre in cost, or a total of $160 
million for the entire Federal program. This includes averaging in the use of 
Federal reservoir lands where they are suitable and available, as well, as future 
gifts and State lands at a nominal lease or on a cooperative basis. It is esti- 
mated that in view of our past experience the future development will cost $20 
an acre, or a total of $80 million for the entire 4 million acres. This was based 
upon the cost of developing the present waterfowl acreage of 3,269,549 acres, 
which to date has averaged $10 an acre, including the relatively low develop- 
ment costs of the 1930's. However, in view of the present high costs of con- 
struction, as well as the present construction index, it is believed that a figure 
of $20 per acre is more realistic. 

“In addition to the continental United States program, because of the increas- 
ing importance of Alaska as a breeding ground for the Pacific flyway, approxi- 
mately 25,000 square miles of public lands in Alaska should be designated for 
this purpose. This would be done in such a manner as not to prevent hunting, 
fishing, taking of furs, development of minerals and other natural products from 
these lands for economic use and development, but would give the Service a 
voice in seeing that they did not lose their utility for waterfowl breeding pur- 
poses, 

“It is all too evident that the duck-stamp income alone would not be sufficient 
to consummate this program. It is felt that the Congress should supplement the 
duck stamp moneys which can be used for land purchase and development with 
direct appropriations for an accelerated land purchase program enabling the 
basic waterfowl management lands necessary for the preservation of the resource 
to be acquired and developed within the next 25-year period. This is most 
urgent because many of the areas here proposed for purchase and development 
will not be available if not obtained during the next 25 years in view of the great 
destruction of waterfowl habitat by competing forces in our Nation’s economic 
life. Likewise, with the rapid drainage of existing habitat, this replacement 
habitat should be bought and developed as early as possible. Obviously that 
proportion of the duck-stamp income which can be allotted for land purchase in 
the future will not begin to carry such a program. To carry out such a 25-year 
program would require $6,400,000 annually for land purchases and $3,200,000 
for development. Moreover, at the present time, of the 205 waterfowl refuges 
developed to date, the basic maintenance of 203 is entirely on the duck stamp 
funds, totaling $2,800,000. Further it must be realized that if this future pro- 
gram is consummated in the next 25 years, the ultimate annual maintenance re- 
quirement will be in the neighborhood of $6 million.” 


DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET RECOMMENDS CHANGES IN SETUP 
OF MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION COM MISSION 


From the study I have made and bearing in mind the statements of conserva- 
tion leaders with whom I have talked, I predict that conservationists all over 
the country will agree with what the Bureau of the Budget has recommended 
in its letter of May 2, 1955, in regard to changing the Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Act. He points out that the language in the first subsection does not make 
it clear whether the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission shall, as in the 
past, be the authorized agency to approve the purchase. He also recommends 
rewriting that provision which has to do with the members of the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Commission. 
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Under unanimous consent, I insert at this point the letter from the Bureau 
of the Budget: 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., May 2, 1955. 
Hon. Hersert C, BONNER, 
Chariman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr, CHarRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of 
the Bureau of the Budget with respect to H. R. 37 and H. R. 597, bills to amend 
the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451; 16 
U. 8. C. 718), as amended, and H. R. 2142, a bill to amend the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act so as to earmark not less than 40 percent of duck-stamp 
receipts for the refuge-acquisition program, 

These bills would all amend the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act of March 
16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451; 16 U. S. C. 718). That act, as amended, requires all 
persons over 16 years of age hunting migratory waterfowl to have in their 
possession a Federal hunting stamp. Proceeds from the sale of these stamps 
are deposited into a special fund known as the migratory-bird conservation 
fund and are available for use in (1) defraying the expenses of the sale of the 
stamps, (2) enforcement of the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation 
Act, and (3) acquisition, development, and maintenance of a system of inviolate 
migratory-bird sanctuaries. Under the terms of the act, not less than 85 percent 
of funds deposited must be used for refuge purposes. The remainder may be 
used to defray printing and distribution costs and for enforcement purposes. 

H. R. 37, H. R. 597, and H. R,. 2142 would amend this act by making not less 
than 40 percent of the funds deposited in the migratory bird conservation fund 
available for the acquisition of land and water areas suitable for the breeding, 
nesting, and resting of migratory waterfowl, and not more than 45 percent of 
the funds so deposited for the acquisition, development, and maintenance of 
inviolate migratory bird sanctuaries, 

The Bureau of the Budget does not fully understand the distinction between 
the language proposed in these bills to be added to the Hunting Stamp Act as 
subsection 4 (a) and the language to be contained in subsection (b). soth 
subsections apparently authorize the use of hunting-stamp revenues for land 
acquisition. The language in the second subsection, which is similar to the 
working of the present law, would authorize the acquisition of areas suitable 
for inviolate migratory bird sanctuaries, in accordance with the provisions of 
the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. The language in the first subsection, 
which the bills would add to the existing law, would authorize the acquisition 
of areas suitable for the breeding, nesting, and resting of migratory waterfowl] 
without reference to the provisions of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. 
Among other things, the Migratory Bird Conservation Act requires that land 
purchases be approved prior to consummation by the Migratory Bird Conserva- 
tion Commission, which consists of the Secretaries of Commerce, Agriculture, 
and the Interior, together with two members each of the House and Senate. 
It is not clear whether or not these bills intend to authorize land purchases 
without the approval of this body, but it would appear that the language could 
be so interpreted. If Congress desires to change the character of the migratory 
waterfowl refuge system and the procedures under which it is acquired and 
developed, it would be, in our opinion, better to redraft both the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act and the Hunting Stamp Act. As presently written, the pro- 
visions of subsection (a) in these bills would be difficult to interpret in the 
context of the existing law and could create extremely difficult administrative 
situations. 

In addition to the ambiguity noted above, the Bureau of the Budget finds 
these proposals objectionable on several counts. In the first place, the Bureau 
opposes the earmarking of revenues for specific purposes. This practice not only 
complicates the business of keeping records, but also serves as an impediment 
to good programing and the efficient use of available funds. The fish and wildlife 
program is already burdened with more than its share of special funds, limita- 
tions, and earmarked revenues. The addition of another would still further com- 
plicate what is now a difficult budgetary problem. 

Legislation to earmark funds for land acquisition would have a particularly 
serious effect on the migratory waterfowl program. Modern waterfowl-manage- 
ment practices recognize the necessity for developing raw lands into effective 
wildlife areas. This development, in many cases, costs more than the land itself. 
Once developed, refuges must be maintained and operated if they are to continue 
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to provide the cover and food necessary to support wildlife populations. These 
activities also cost money. Under the restrictive limits of recent budgetary poli 
cies it is doubtful if the existing refuge areas could have been put to optimum 
use if it had not been possible to utilize portions of the hunting-stamp revenues 
for development and maintenance. 

There has been considerable criticism of the so-called failure to acquire suffi 
cient refuge areas. This office recognizes the need in certain areas for some 
means to offset the disappearance of natural habitat. We are not convinced 
that this can be accomplished merely by appropriating more money for land ac 
quisition. It should be noted that to date the availability of funds has not been 
the limiting factor in the acquisition of additional land. There are today nearly 
$1 million programed for land acquisition but not obligated largely because the 
Migratory Bird Conservation Commission has not seen fit to grant the necessary 
authorization. Land values in recent years have soared to the point where the 
Commission, at least, does not think it would be feasible to acquire them for 
waterfowl purposes. 

The basic problem confronting those interested in the preservation and utiliza 
tion of waterfowl today is the rapid spread of drainage activities which are dry 


ing up areas formerly frequented by waterfowl populations. It is doubitf hat 
the Government could ever acquire lands suitable for wildlife purposes in suf 
ficient quantity to completely offset the number of acres being lost to wildlife 
under current drainage programs. One of the answers to this problem lies in the 
more intensive use of existing areas. Another lies in developing some method of 


preventing the drainage of remaining areas which are particularly desirable f 
a wildlife standpoint. Neither of these purposes would be served by the pro 
posed amendments to the Hunting Stamp Act 

Under these circumstances, you are advised that the Bureau of the Budget 
recommends that H. R. 37, H. R. 597, and H. R. 2142 not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
DonALD R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 


The Migratory Bird Conservation Act was fine when it was enacted in 1929 
Conservationists tell me that when the original liw was passed in 1929 the Se 
retaries of Commerce and Agriculture were included beeause at that time the 
Bureau of Fisheries was in the Department of Commerce and the Bureau o 
Biological Survey was in the Department of Agriculture Later, these two 
agencies were combined as the Fish and Wildlife Service and transferred to the 


Department of the Interior. 
After studying the letter which the Honorable Herbert ¢ fjonner received from 
the Bureau of the Budget, I asked the Library of Congress for an explanation as 


to the length of time Members of Congress who are appointed to the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Commission serve. From what I was told, a Member of Cor 
gress who is appointed serves for life if he continues in Congress and does not 


resign. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, OPPOSED EARMARKING 
OF DUCK STAMP FUNDS 


I also call the committee’s attention to the sixth paragraph of the letter I have 
just inserted in the hearing: 

“Legislation to earmark funds for land acquisition would have a particularly 
serious effect on the migratory waterfowl program. Modern waterfowl man 
agement practices recognize the necessity for developing raw lands into effective 
wildlife areas. This development, in. many cases, costs more than the land 
itself. Once developed, refuges must be maintained and operated if they are to 
continue to provide the cover and food necessary to support wildlife populations. 
These activities also cost money. Under the restrictive limits of recent budge 
tary policies it is doubtful if the existing refuge areas could have been put to 
optimum use if it had not been possible to utilize portions of the hunting stamp 
revenues for development and maintenance.’ 

From information T have shown you in my remarks, anvone can see why the 
Bureau of the Budget is opposed to this legislation. I do not think that the 
Members should take this recommendation seriously as they have hecome so used 
to dipping into the duck stamp funds, one cannot blame them if they try to keep 
on unless the Congress puts a stop to the practice. I might say that we are only 
asking for 40 percent of the funds collected from duck stamp sales to be ear 
marked—not 50 percent as we would be entitled. 
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From the testimony before the Subcommittee on Fish and Wildlife, it is evi- 
dent that when the hunters asked Congress to raise the fee from $1 to $2 it was 
their idea that the extra dollar would be used to purchase new refuge areas. We 
are not asking Congress to keep their pledge 100 percent, we are only asking them 
to fulfill their promise 80 percent. 

This thought enters my mind, but I have not had an opportunity or time to 
check the records. I wish some interested person would look up the recommenda- 
tions of the Bureau of the Budget at the time Congress changed the amount for 
enforcement from 10 to 15 percent. I suspect that when the matter is looked 
into you will find that the Budget Bureau agreed to the legislation, and, I pre- 
sume, for the reason that there would be less money to appropriate and not that 
they are against earmarking. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ALSO OPPOSED TO EARMARKING OF DUCK-STAMP 
FUNDS 


Mr. Chairman, I would also like to discuss the letter from the Department of 
the Interior to the Honorable Herbert C. Bonner, chairman of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. This letter is dated May 4, 1955, and also op- 
poses this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, under unanimous consent, I submit at this point a copy of the 
letter which the chairman of the aforesaid committee received from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., May 4, 19595. 


Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Bonner: Your committee has requested reports on H. R. 37, 
H. R. 597, and H. R. 2142, all of which would amend the Migratory Bird Hunt- 
ing Stamp Act of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451; 16 U. S. C. 718), as amended. 
These bills would direct (a) that not less than 40 percent of all moneys received 
into the special fund known as the migratory bird conservation fund shall be 
available for acquisition of land and water areas suitable for the breeding, nest- 
ing, and resting of migratory waterfowl; (0) that not more than 45 percent shall 
be available for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, administration, mainte- 
nance, and development of suitable areas for inviolate migratory bird sanctu- 
aries; and (c) that the remainder shall be available for expenses in enforcing 
and executing the act. 

We recommend that this proposed legislation be not enacted. 

The Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (16 U. 8S. C. 718) now provides that 
not less than 85 percent of the funds obtained from the sale of migratory-bird 
hunting stamps shall be available for the location, ascertainment, acquisition, 
administration, maintenance, and development of suitable areas for inviolate 
migratory-bird sanctuaries. The act provides that the remainder, 15 percent, 
shall be available for expenses in enforcing and executing the act. 

As previously indicated, the effect of this proposed legislation would be to 
establish a new formula governing the use of the major portion of the migratory 
bird conservation fund. This new formula would require the use and expendi- 
ture of 40 percent of the fund solely for the purpose of acquiring land for water- 
fowl purposes. This drastic revision in the established formula governing the 
disposition of the fund, in our opinion would be inadvisable. This Department 
is in hearty accord with the objective of acquiring more land for waterfowl refuge 
purposes. We feel, however, from our long experience in administering the fund, 
that this proposed legislation, requiring the use for a single purpose of a fixed 
percentage of the funds derived from the sale of hunting stamps would be inadvis- 
able. Additional lands that are needed, in our opinion, should be acquired either 
from general appropriations or from funds to be derived from an increase in the 
price of the stamps. Funds now available for the several purposes of the act are 
very inadequate, consequently, a redistribution of such limited funds as pre- 
scribed by this proposed legislation would jeopardize the operation and mainte- 
nance of existing refuges. 

Enactment of this proposed legislation would destroy the essential flexibility 
in the persent law governing the use of duck-stamp funds. The present flexibility 
that is permitted in the use of duck-stamp funds under the present law has been 
largely responsible for the success of waterfowl refuge program to date. For 
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example, at the time of enactment of the law, there was ample emergency funds 
for the purchase of land and there existed an abundant supply of CCC, WPA, and 
other emergency relief labor. There also existed, however, a dire shortage of 
Federal funds for the purchase of supplies, equipment and materials. Here, the 
duck-stamp moneys were used to great advantage for the purchase of fencing 
material, reinforced steel, cement, water-control structures, draglines, bulldozers, 
aud other necessary items. These funds became the key to the use of emergency 
relief labor for the development of the growing thousands of acres of land then 
being purchased with other funds. 

During succeeding years, as WPA workers returned to private industry and 
as the CCC camps were disbanded, the duck stamp funds and the regular 
annual appropriations became the sole source of support for waterfowl refuge 
program. By 1939, all appropriated and emergency funds for the purchase of 
land were obligated. The migratory waterfowl stamp receipts became the only 
funds available for land purchase and they also constituted a large portion 
of the moneys available for the development, operation, and maintenance of 
refuges previously acquired. Thus, in subsequent years, the land purchase 
program has by necessity resolved into one of purchasing key tracts, either in 
areas where new refuges are sorely needed, or to round out and complete refuges 
which had been partially acquired during the burst of activity in the early 
days of refuge expansion. 

Over the years, as new areas came under our administration, particularly 
under the authority of the so-called Coordination Act (60 Stat. 1080), this 
Department has endeavored to secure funds for the development, operation, and 
maintenance of the new projects. The requirements for economy have reduced 
direct appropriations, thereby necessitating the use of duck stamp funds instead 
of regular appropriations. As a result, the present waterfowl program is being 
carried virtually in its entirety from duck stamp revenues, refuge receipts, and 
reversions from unexpended Pittman-Robertson funds. Almost all of the regu- 
larly appropriated funds now available through annual appropriation acts for 
refuge purposes are needed for the maintenance and operation of big-game 
and upland-game areas for which duck stamp funds cannot be used. 

In conclusion, it is our opinion that there exists a great need for the estab- 
lishment of new waterfowl projects. While the United States now owns and 
administers through this Department approximately 32 million acres of water- 
fowl areas, an additional 4 million acres would be required to meet current needs. 
In this connection, our experience has shown that the expansion of this pro- 
gram should proceed on an orderly basis; large acreages should be brought into 
Federal ownership for these purposes only when funds are provided also for 
the development and administration of such lands. The bills to which this 
report refers would require the expenditure of a very substantial portion of 
the duck-stamp funds for the single purpose of land acquisition, thereby resulting 
in lands being brought under the control of this Department that we would 
be unable to develop or administer for the purposes in question, unless, of course, 
adequate funds are to be provided for the development and management of such 
lands. Unless this could be accomplished, these additional lands would con- 
tribute little toward the conduct of an effective waterfowl refuge program. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, Feitx FE. WORMSER, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. Chairman, if the Members will study the charts which I have included in 
this report and the remarks explaining each chart, I believe they will not take too 
seriously the letter from the Department of the Interior. 

Again referring to the letter from the Interior Department, in this letter the 
Department states they need 4 million acres to round out the program in the 
next 25 years, but they hope to continue using the duck-stamp moneys as they are 
presently doing. They suggest that the Congress take care of the needed land by 
appropriation of funds for this purpose. One of the arguments against this sug- 
gestion is that it will mean an annual fight in the Congress. It is an appropria- 
tion which can be easily sidestepped in favor of other appropriations. Another 
reason why the Department of the Interior wants to keep flexibility in the duck- 
stamp fund is that under the present law, they do not have to depend entirely 
on the Bureau of the Budget and the Congress for money to pay all the operating 
expenses of that part of the Wildlife Service which has to do with migratory 
waterfowl. That “old cookie jar,” as we say in Wisconsin, is nice to dip into 
when money is needed in the Migratory Waterfowl] Division. 
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EXPERIENCE OF THE STATE OF WISCONSIN WITH EARMARKING AND SEGREGATING PAR- 
TICULAR FUNDS 


I know that in Wisconsin back in the late thirties and early forties, we had a 
lot of agruments about segregation of highway funds. This was with the gasoline 
tax money being used for other than highway purposes. There was a lot of 
fighting on that matter both pro and con. We had some of the same arguments at 
that time that the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the Interior have 
set forth in their letters. But after these funds were earmarked so that the 
money was used for the purpose originally intended, no one has even talked about 
it since 

CONCLUSIONS 


I hope that out of the hearings before the Subcommittee on Fisheries and 
Wildlife, and before this House, will come legislation to help provide, in the 
next 25 years, some of the 4 million acres that the Fish and Wildlife Service says 
we still need. Has anyone ever stopped to calculate how much money could be 
raised at the rate of 40 percent in the next 25 years? At the rate of 40 percent of 
the present income from duck-stamp sales—-1954: 81,817,200—being earmarked 
for the purpose of refuges, this will provide $45,450,000 in the next 25 years. In 
the year 1954, the Fish and Wildlife Service received $4,543,009 from the sale of 
duck stamps. Forty percent of this figure is $1,817,200. If the rate of sale of duck 
stamps only stays at the present level, by earmarking 40 percent of these receipts 
for the acquisition of new refuges in the next 25 years, we will have had available 
for purchase of wildlife refuges $45,480,000. 

You can see that in accordance with the Department of the Interior’s own 
figures, we will have provided 28.3 percent of the goal which was mentioned in 
Mr. Farley’s statement, which I have quoted today. From Director Farley's 
testimony, he estimates that this land will cost a total of $160 million. I cannot 
state whether this estimate is right or wrong. Let us show the hunters of the 
country that we mean right before we try to raise the price of the duck stamp. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say at this point that a total of $4,545,009 was 
received from the sale of duck stamps in 1954, and only $494,614 was spent for 
the purchase of migratory waterfowl] refuges. 

In closing, 1 urge the committee to give H. R. 2142 careful consideration I 
believe that legislation is needed to keep our pledge to the sportsmen who 
voluntarily asked Congress to increase the price of duck stamps. I do not believe 
the solution lies in a further increase in the price of duck stamps. I am sure 
that the able Members will agree that waterfowl will not propagate aid increase 
With good intentions. Nor will they propagate on the basis of speeches by 
myself and others interested in this program. 

What is needed for the propagation and growth in waterfowl population is 
an expanded refuge program to give them breeding grounds and sanctuaries. 
H. R. 2142 offers one approach for a solution to the problem, though I concede 
it is not the complete answer. A start must be made, and this is another reason 
why I introduced this legislation. After this law is adopted we can try to get 
extra appropriations each year to supplement this money but of this much we 
will be sure. 

I have two letters I would like to have inserted in the record, one from the 
Wisconsin Federation of Conservation Clubs, and one from the executive con- 
servation council of the Wisconsin Conservation Congress. 


« WISCONSIN FEDERATION OF CONSERVATION CLUBS, 
AFFILIATED WITH NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Stevens Point, Wis., May 19, 1955, 
Mr. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. JOHNSON: Thanks a lot for your letter of May 16 with the enclosures 
of your bill H. R. 6062 and your newsletter. 

I have been trying to get something in the mail to you relative to your bill 2142 
for some time, but have been tied up with preparation and attending a hearing 
on the flooding of Littie Eau Vlene River Valley, which the Wiscousin \uiiey 
Improvement Co. has petitioned the Public Service Commission for. Actually 
the valley is one of the most diversified wildlife areas in the State, as was testitied 
to by Dr. Gabrielson and Mr. Sigurd Olson. We don’t know if we can save it for 
the future generations, but we are sure trying. We just completed 3 days of 
testimony in hearings at Wausau. 
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Our organization went on record as approving your bill H. R. 2142, and I have 
Written to several Congressmen that I know in Washington in favor of it We 


feel very strongly that with only 344 million acres set aside by all means in 20 
years for waterfowl, we haven’t much chance of gaining the other 7/3 million 
that are necessary in the next 5 to 7 years unless there is some compulsory La 
requiring the use of funds for that purpose. 

ln the past we have opposed earmarking of funds, but the administrators of 
both the Federal and State conservation organizations have changed our minds 
Even then we have changed them reluctantly, because such action would not be 
necessary if our administrators were sufficiently informed of conservation pri 
ciples and stuck to them in spite of personal and political pressures. In backing 
this bil! to earmark duck-stamp funds for the purposes set forth in your bill we 
are protesting the influences which prevent equitable distribution of funds on 
basic principles and the tendency to spend them where uninformed pressures 
dictate As long as those forces are loose in this country the tendency is going 
to be toward more and more earmarked funds, and as long as they are earmarked 
for such basic necessities as your bill is we will back them wholeheartedly and 
to the limit. 

We hope that your bill is withdrawn from committee at the earliest possible 
moment so that it need not be caught in the last minute rush and suffer the fate 
of so many of them at that time. We plan to carry an article in the next News 
and Views urging all clubs to write you and other Congressmen to get this bill 
on the floor and to back it wholeheartedly 

sincerely, 
LES WoeERPEL, Pvecutive Secretar) 


IXECUTIVE CONSERVATION COUNCIL OF THE WISCONSIN CONSERVATION CONGRESS 


Hon. LESTER R. JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON: The executive council of the Wisconsin Con 
servation Congress met at Stevens Point on April 23, 1955, at which time a 
number of conservation problems and programs were discussed which have im- 
plications on a national basis and which also directly involve the State of 
Visconsin. 

As you know, the Wisconsin Conservation Congress is made up of 71 county 
committees whose members are elected at public hearings held in May of each 
year. The 71 county committees in turn elect a 22-man executive council to 
act for them during the year, and these councilmen meet 4 times a year to 
consider conservation matters primarily concerned with fishing, hunting, and 
trapping and other related matters which affect conservation of our natural 
resources, 

At the Stevens Point meeting on April 23, a resolution was adopted by the 
executive council directing the chairman to ask Wisconsin’s representatives in 
Congress to do everything in their power to obtain favorable consideration and 
passage of a bill introduced by Congressman Lester Johnson, H. R. 2142 (which 
provides that 40 percent of the duck-stamp funds shall be earmarked for the 
acquisition of land and water areas suitable for breeding, nesting, and resting 
of migratory waterfowl). It is our understanding that this bill is now being 
considered by the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 

Closely allied with this resolution was another passed by the executive coun 
cil asking our Representatives at Congress to do whatever they can to protect, 
preserve, and maintain the wet lands of this country, not only for the value they 
have for wildlife, but also for the value they represent in maintaining water 
supplies, preventing quick runoff, which in some cases creates downstream floods 
which destroy life and property. 

We of the executive council and the Wisconsin Conservation Congress sin 
cerely ask you to do everything in your power to help maintain and perpetuate 
these important wet lands of our great Nation. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN R. LYNCH, 
Chairman, Wisconsin Conservation Congress 


(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m. Wednesday, May 4, 1955, the hearing 
adjourned. ) 
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